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Since the end of the Gulf War, the United States Army has been studying ways to
organize, train and equip its forces for the post-Cold War strategic environment. FORCE
XXT has been the centerpiece of the Army’s program to reshape its forces. Breaking the
Phalanx examines the future warfighting challenge for American Ground Forces in the
context of American Landpower’s historic role in National Security Strategy and against
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How true it is that we feel public misfortune only in so far as
it affects our private interests! And it takes a money loss to
make us feel the pinch. So when the spoils of war were being
stripped from vanquished Carthage, and you saw her left
naked and unarmed amidst all the many tribes of Africa, no
one raised a moan; but today, when contributions have to be
made from private property, you behave like mourners at
your country’s funeral.

Livy, The War With Hannibal
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FOREWORD

by
Professor Donald Kagan,
Hillhouse Professor of History and Classics,
Yale University

The end of the Cold War has not brought an end to the need for careful thought
about the defense of peace and security in the world. On the contrary, the collapse of the
system on which international relations were based for a half-century, the rapid
development of new military technology, and the predictable demand in the United States
and its allies for sharp reductions in expenditure for defense, together require the most
serious and penetrating consideration of what should be the shape and character of the
forces needed to preserve the peace and defend American interests in the years to come.

There is broad agreement that we are probably in the midst of what is called a
revolution in military affairs that is rapidly altering the character of warfare. Because this
has been driven largely by the availability of new or greatly improved technologies, the
temptation has been to look primarily to the application of advanced technology as the
answer to current and future military challenges. The temptation is to seek victory
through the use of accurate and deadly bombs and missile fired from aircraft far above the
ground or from ships far out at sea, to find a “silver bullet” that will achieve the goals of
war without casualties and without, for the most part, any serious use of ground forces.

The development and use of such weapons will certainly be important, but it is
wrong and dangerous to imagine they can do the job alone. The Gulf War showed the
potentiality of such weapons, but they were not a “silver bullet.” Bombardment at a
distance played an important role in the victory over Iraq, but it did not defeat Saddam’s
army. That crucial task was accomplished chiefly by ground forces, and it would be
reckless to imagine that such forces will not be vital to success in wars of the future.

Ground forces must be equipped with the best weapons and equipment of the new
era, but that will not be adequate if the new devices are merely grafted onto a military
organization that is not designed specifically to use them to best effect. True revolutions
in military affairs depend on the reconfiguration of forces to meet new conditions, and
they require new fighting doctrines. Lieutenant Colonel (P) Douglas A. Macgregor’s
study, Breaking the Phalanx, economically and convincingly makes the case for the
inescapable importance of land forces in wars of the future and, no less important, in
helping to deter such wars.

Colonel Macgregor brings a remarkable panoply of training, education and
experience to the task. A professional soldier, he is a graduate of West Point and an
experienced leader of American combat troops in action during the Gulf War. Beyond
that, he is a student of history and a scholar of the military art of the first rank. This rare
combination allows him to understand current events and developments with the wisdom




provided by a knowledge of previous human experience. His use of the victory of the
Roman Legion over the less flexible Greek hoplite phalanx as an illuminating analogy to
his own proposal for a new military organization is a good example, as are his analyses of
military events from the eighteenth through the twentieth centuries that show the special
tasks for which landpower is required. This historical knowledge and understanding is
tested and reinforced by Colonel Macgregor’s direct experience with the latest weapons
and tactics and the character of modern warfare. Few analysts of our current and future
military needs bring to bear credentials of such value.

His study shows a deep knowledge and appreciation of the value of other forces,
air, surface, and undersea, and fairly evaluates their strengths and weaknesses, but his
focus is on ground forces. Having demonstrated their continuing essential role, he goes
on to recommend a strikingly new organization for ground combat power, more flexible,
mobile and self-sufficient, versatile and powerful, structured to operate as part of a Joint
Task Force. Its purpose is not only to make the best use of the new technology, but also
to unleash the potentialities of the human beings who use them. The new unit is meant to
be a “smarter, smaller, faster and more technologically advanced warfighting
organization,” a central feature of a doctrinal engine on the joint level empowered to
develop a unified warfighting doctrine at the strategic and operational levels of war.” That
is the sort of thinking desperately needed, but not yet evident in the government’s plans
for the future of its military forces. Those interested in the defense of American security
and the pursuit of its interest cannot afford to ignore Colonel Macgregor’s innovative
proposals and stimulating ideas presented in this study.

May 1996
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Breaking the Phalanx

[. INTRODUCTION

In the perspective of history, there are very few models for a 21st Century
American Army designed to dominate areas of American strategic interest, convey ideas,
exert influence and control the pace of human events through superior organization,
leadership, discipline and technology. However, one stands out.

In 200 BC, the Macedonians in alliance with Sparta and Syria set out to regain
control of Greece and the Aegean coast of Asia Minor from Rome’s Greek allies. After
two years of inconclusive fighting, the Roman and Macedonian Armies finally met in the
hill country of Thessaly. When the two armies collided in battle, the Macedonian right
wing drove back the Roman left; but while the Macedonian left was deploying from march
column on uneven ground, it was struck in the flank and routed by the Roman right. Part
of the advancing Roman right suddenly swung around-apparently without orders-hitting
the Macedonian right wing and driving it from the field in confusion. Macedonian losses
were about 13,000; Roman, a few hundred. Without the means to continue the war, the
Macedonians renounced all claims to Greece and the Aegean coast. Rome’s victory made
Greece and the Eastern Mediterranean an integral part of the Roman Empire for half a
millenium. And the Phalanx, the backbone of the Macdeonian military system, was
broken.

Until the smaller, more agile Roman Legions (4,500-6000 men) deployed in
checkerboard formation destroyed the Phalanx, the ancient world regarded the
Macedonian Phalanx as invincible. In a typical phalanx nearly ten thousand heavily armed
soldiers stood 16 deep. Their tactic was simple and deadly: a perfectly aligned charge at a
dead run against the enemy’s weak point. But these tactics failed in action against the
Roman Legions which could maneuver more easily without fear of losing alignment, and
without the need for concern about gaps in the line-the gaps were built in!

For efficiency in attacking, subduing, occupying, administering and pacifying
hostile territory, the Roman legion has seldom been equaled by another military
organization. The same legions who routed the enemy in battle, could handle
disarmament control, police patrol and general administrative supervision." For almost
500 years, the arrival of the Roman Legion on foreign soil was synonomous with the
presence of order, stability and civilization. This is because however fierce the urge to
dominate may have been, the Roman desire for an international system embodying Roman
principles of justice and order was greater.

Like it or not, the logic of international relations that positioned Rome at the
center of world affairs also compels the United States to remain engaged in the world at a
time when America’s economic dominance is substantially reduced from what it was just
after World War II. There is no going back, in other words, to the assumption on which
the traditional American nation-state was founded: that a small army, augmented by large
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numbers of reservists, is all that is needed to hold the enemy at bay while civilian economic
facilities are converted to wartime production.? This was tried after World War II with
tragic consequences for the US Army and the American people in the Korean conflict.” At
the same time, America cannot afford to enter the new millenium as a nostalgic post-
hegemon with expensive industrial age armed forces that simply do not fit the new
strategic environment. In practical terms, this involves replacing old military structures
and concepts-the contemporary equivalent of the Phalanx-with new structures-the modern
American military equivalent of the Roman Legion.

For strategic planners, though, rethinking warfare is not easy. The end of the Cold
War saw the beginning of the end of another, equally significant era in world history-that
of industrial age warfare. That era opened in the nineteenth century with the first
appearance of mass-produced modern artillery weapons and culminated with the
American-led Coalition’s victory over Iraq in the Gulf War. Iraq’s dramatic defeat
suggested new ways in which the United States could attack an opponent technologically.*
As a result, analysts in both the public and private sectors began applying the term
“information age warfare” to a new, as yet undiscovered era of human conflict.”

Focusing primarily on the role of technology in military affairs entails great risk,
however. The passion for new military technology and the desire for quantum leaps in
capability that it can provide, often lead policymakers to overlook the importance of the
right organization for combat within a coherent doctrinal framework. The deterrent value
of forward-stationed ground forces is overlooked. Moreover, the never-ending search for
elusive “silver bullet” weaponry ignores the fact that once any military technology is
known to exist and its characteristics are understood it is possible to devise
countermeasures that will reduce or completely negate its effectiveness.

Recognizing that the evolution of the United States Army into a new form will
depend on more than the incorporation of new technology, this monograph seeks answers
to questions which confront the United States Army today: Is landpower essential to
American strategic dominance? Can the Army’s elected and appointed leaders
shape warfighting organizations that are skilled enough, smart enough and
enduring enough to maneuver within a joint framework through the treacherous
environment of contemporary and future conflict? How do political and military
leaders ensure crisp execution of complex operations and winning performance in
battle without restricting human potential and suffocating the American soldier’s
individual brains and initiative? Answers to these questions must be found before key
choices are made by defense planners.

But the first step in the process of finding answers to these questions, however, is
that policymakers understand that future control of events on land in areas of pivotal
strategic interest cannot be achieved without a substantial American Army. In this
connection, the most important factor in evaluating the importance of landpower to
American strategic dominance, is not being blinded by the immediate consequences-
successful or not-of a single event.” The current period of adjustment in international




Breaking the Phalanx 3

politics will eventually end as new political authority structures fill the vacuum created by
the end of the Cold War. To the extent that American policymakers contemplate the use
of force to influence events in pivotal areas-Europe, the Middle East, North Africa,
Southwest Asia and Northeast Asia-landpower will be an essential feature of statecraft and
deterrence. Today, historians remind Americans that the refusal of the United States and
Great Britain to maintain armies capable of presenting real resistance to fascism on the
Eurasian landmass was an important source of encouragement to the aggressors who
concluded that they could achieve their aims w1thout American interference even though
America possessed enormous sea- and airpower.®

What is needed today is a vision for the role the Army will play in national military
strategy, and a description of how the Army will achieve that role. This description must
encompass guidelines for the design and use of landpower within a joint military structure.
The guidelines for the design and use of landpower within the joint military structure
outlined in this work suggest an American military strategy based on action by Joint Task
Forces (JTF) to either preempt or win conflict quickly. This concept for the use of Army
Ground Forces links the Army’s capability to dominate the strategic landscape to a
military strategy focused on areas of the world where economic progress and political
stability directly benefit American security.

DESERT STORM demonstrated for the first time, really, that American land-
based air and rapidly deployable Army heavy ground forces are global weapons like the
legions of the ancient world.” The reorganization outlined in this work envisions an
information age American Army rendered distinctly more mobile and effective by
cooperation with American airpower and unchallenged American control of the sea. ™
Rather than relying on the cumbersome mobilization and massed firepower arrangements
of the Cold War, this work suggests reorganizing the Army into mobile combat groups
positioned on the frontiers of American security, ready to act quickly and decisively,
primed to move with a minimum of preparation. Because the fighting power of an Army
lies in its organization for combat, this means reorganizing American Ground Forces to
“break the Phalanx.” !!

Because it is fashionable to speak of the decisive role technology plays in the
“revolution in military affairs” (RMA), much less attention is paid in military circles to the
complex set of relationships that actually link technology’s military potential to strategy
and organization for combat (doctrine) in the broader context of change. As a result, one
finds little discussion of this topic in the Defense Department’s Bottom-Up Review
(BUR) or in the literature of the Army’s FORCE XXI program. > To date, warfighting
organizations for the Army of the future look much like the force structures in the past
and present. For instance, the options under consideration for a new army division range
from retaining today’s basic structure while inserting new technologies to the adoption of
a flexible brigade-based division structure that can be tailored to specific missions."

Yet, historical experience suggests that measures to incorporate potentially
revolutionary technology in lethal or nonlethal forms will not make much difference if the
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warfighting organizations and the methods of application remam unchanged. Technology
alone does not bring about a revolution in military affairs.'* Increasingly lethal weapons
lead to greater dispersion of combat forces and to increases in individual unit mobility.
The necessity for command, control and sustainment of dispersed formations increases
reliance on subordinate officers’ and soldiers’ judgment, intelligence and character.
Organizational change in directions that capitalize on these human qualities works to the
benefit of armies with high quality manpower that encourage initiative and develop more
flexible and adaptive fighting formations."* The combination of innovative technology
and human ingenuity finds its way through obstacles and obsolescence. '®

Even if reasonable and promising strategies for the near-term adaptation of
existing warfighting structures achieve an incremental improvement in the Army’s
warfighting capabilities, today’s military leaders will want to develop new warfighting
formations that can effectively exploit both new technology and increased human
potential. Whether there is a current revolution in military affairs is still being debated.
What is certain, however, is that organizational change in armies can produce
revolutionary change in warfare."’

In many ways, the observations about the Roman Legions with which this
introduction began throw into sharp relief those key features which should characterize
America’s information age Army. Like Caesar’s Legions, Joint Task Forces (JTFs) will
need an Army component that is composed of highly mobile, self-contained,
independent “all-arms” combat forces-in-being. These Army Forces will have to be
structured within an evolving joint military framework to (1) Exploit new technology and
increased human potential for rapid and decisive action;'® and, (2) Provide the foundation
on land for coherent joint military operations in a new and uncertain strategic
environment. When the national command authorities decide in the future to project a
JTF capable of exerting direct and enduring influence over an opponent, the Army
component must be organized within that JTF to provide the American people with an
agile, responsive and effective tool of statecraft.

On the grounds of logic, politics and the absence of an impending war, many will
dispute the notion, that fielding a new, reorganized Army within a joint strategic
framework is at least as important to the nation as welfare reform, deficit reduction and
health care. Many defense analysts are already suggesting that reducing the Army to eight
or even six divisions would produce quick savings that could be plowed into the high
technology areas of electronic warfare, aircraft and missiles.' It is quite possible that
the effects of budgetary pressures, service competition for limited resources and private
sector scientific-industrial interests could produce an American force structure without
the mix of military means to decisively influence events on the Eurasian and African
landmasses.”® Devoid of a strategically signiﬁcant objective, an American military
strategy based primarily on ships, planes and precision-guided missiles potentially
forfeits military flexibility and courts strategic irrelevance in the 21st Century.”!
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Unfortunately, because this approach promises American influence abroad
without US Forces on the ground it appeals to a rising tide of isolationist sentiment in
America’s domestic politics and reduces national defense to its raw economic rewards. >
This helps explain why many elected leaders are ready to channel large portions of
shrinking national resources into a few costly, specialized programs with uncertain
prospects for success and why this emphasis creates a preference for both airpower and
nonengaged sea-based forces over American Landpower. Computer-based simulated
warfare rewards this focus by elevating old concepts of attrition warfare to new levels of
sophistication because quantitative analysis cannot model the positional political and
military advantages attained through ground force maneuver.**

The pattern is all too familiar. General Malin Craig, whom General George
Marshall succeeded as Chief of Staffin 1939, warned in his final annual report that it
might be too late to reorganize, retrain and reequip the US Army for war.

What transpires on prospective battlefields is influenced vitally years
before in the councils of the staff and in the legislative halls of Congress.
Time is the only thing that may be irrevocably lost, and it is the first thing
lost sight of in the seductive false security of peaceful times...

The sums appropriated this year will not be fully transformed into military
power for two years. Persons who state that they see no threat to the
peace of the United States would hesitate to make that forecast through a
two year perio'd.25

A senior fellow at the Brookings Institution observed recently that this is a time in
American history when the nation’s leaders “ought to be thinking more about where we
are going.”*® This is true. That includes thinking about America’s participation in future
conflict. History tells us that while peaceful times should be cherished, peace is not a
permanent condition in world affairs. But recent events suggest that the time and
opportunity to prepare for future conflict may not last as long as many had hoped five
years ago. Even small nations can no longer be prevented from building total war
capacity-whether nuclear or conventional.”” Thus, today’s US Army is in a race against

time to be ready to fight jointly and win the next conflict wherever and whenever it occurs.

Having said this, reshaping the Army force structure to reconcile trends in the
technology of warfare and the new strategic environment with the Army’s immediate need
to preserve its readiness to fight and win today is easy in theory. In practice, reorganizing
the Army for future missions in peace and war has never been easy and no new strategy
will make it easier. But even if defense planners underestimate the scope of the necessary
organizational changes or their short-term consequences, this would not in itself be
sufficient grounds to reject organizational change unless the consequences of inaction are
also taken into account.”® If it can be demonstrated to the American people and to the
Congress that the kind of deliberate and pragmatic reorganization outlined in this
monograph will make better use of the resources the US Army is given and result in

w
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landpower that is more potent and economically efficient, then America’s Army will win
its current race to be ready for the 21st Century.
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I. LANDPOWER AND STRATEGIC DOMINANCE

e On the morning of October 21, 1805 the French and British fleets collided, just off the
coast of Spain’s Cape Trafalgar. When the day closed, eighteen French and Spanish
ships had struck their colors. The most spectacular sea victory of the age had been
won in four hours and the Royal Navy’s greatest Admiral, Horatio Nelson, had
achieved immortality. Six weeks later on December 2, 1805 the French Army met and
defeated the combined armies of Austria and Russia near a small town named Austerlitz
in Central Europe. It was a French strategic victory so complete and so overwhelming
that French dominance of the European continent would not be successfully challenged
again for eight years. It would take ten years and the combined efforts of several allied
European Armies to roll back French political dominance.

e In 1846, after difficult negotiations, Texas was formally annexed to the United States,
despite Mexico’s threat that this would mean war. Mexico, a second-rate military
power without a navy, fought the United States for two years. Until a US Army landed
unopposed near Vera Cruz and fought its way into Mexico City, the Mexxcan
govemment could not be induced to accept peace on American terms.’

o The Royal Navy subdued the German High Seas Fleet and dominated the world’s
oceans throughout World War I. But until America entered the war and American
Ground Forces joined the British and French Armies on the Western Front, the British
and French faced an unbeatable enemy and the prospect of probable defeat ?

o Few challenges to Europe’s stability have been as serious as the NATO’s governments’
decision to deploy the American intermediate range nuclear force (INF) on German soil
in the 1980s. Concerted efforts on the part of the German anti-nuclear movement and
the Soviet state nearly. succeeded in disrupting the INF deployment and splitting the
Atlantic alliance. Western observers wondered why NATO’s leadership insisted on
deploying the Pershing II missile in Central Germany when a comparable missile system
could be launched from US and British submarines in the North Sea. The Former
German Chancellor, Helmut Schmidt, reminded the German public that the deployment
had to be visible to have the desired political impact.®

e Forty days of near constant air and missile attack during January and February 1991
neither dislodged the Iraqi Army from Kuwait nor destroyed Iraq’s nuclear facilities
and mobile missile launchers.* It was the ground offensive that compelled the Iraqis to
submit unconditionally to the American-led coalition forces.”

These accounts illustrate the centrality of landpower to the achievement of
America’s strategic objectives in war and peace. Why, then, given this record of
experience, is there remarkably little appreciation in contemporary America for the
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strategic role of landpower? Part of the answer can be traced to America’s reluctance to
commit ground forces before conflict erupts to achieve important political objectives.

To understand the political forces that influence this thinking, it is essential to
appreciate the beguiling notion that the US is unassailable because it is protected by the
Atlantic and Pacific oceans.® For about a century after 1815 American society enjoyed, and
was conscious of enjoying, a remarkable freedom from external military threat.” One
consequence of this experience is an isolationist impulse in American foreign policy which
is founded on the idea of a fortress America rendered impregnable to attack. This impulse
is further reinforced by the continuing absence of serious military threats on America’s
contine;ltal borders and the early American cultural disinclination to maintain standing
armies.

The concept is still seductive because it seems to promise less spending for defense
and foreign aid. Although the United States acquired the geographic, demographic,
industrial and technological resources of a global power in the twentieth century, the
influence of America’s early strategic immunity continues to be felt long after the
technology of warfare had eliminated it. To this must be added another observation.
America has repeatedly fallen victim to the illusion of political influence without the
commitment of American Landpower.” The American willingness to apply the decisive
strategic influence of landpower in wartime is seldom matched by an understanding of
landpower’s strategic value in peacetime.

What the isolationist impulse obscures is the larger question of how best to maintain
an international political and economic order that is consistent with the requirements of
American national security? Had America’s government sought an answer to this question
instead of asserting international claims that could not be secured without landpower,
America could have decisively influenced the circumstances which resulted in a series of
twentieth century conflicts."

PAST AS PROLOGUE

Woodrow Wilson, (like Jefferson a century earlier), embraced grand objectives in
the world but overlooked the need for an American Army to achieve them. Wilson
perceived no connection between the prevention of aggression in Europe or Asia through
the selective and skillful use of American Landpower and the preservation of American
security. The notion that threats to regional security could be closely linked to threats to
global economic prosperity was understood by Wilson only insofar as these threats related
to commerce. Since the world’s oceans were the medium of transport for American
commerce, this only justified the maintenance of American seapower.'!

The possibility that a defensible bridgehead would be required, a continental ally
who could provide a base from which effective landpower could be exercised, does not
seem to have occurred to Wilson or his predecessors.'? Underlying this outlook was
always the noble conviction that military force in international relations constituted a form




A New Design for Landpower in the 21st Century 12

of logic that was ultimately inimical to liberty.” Of course, this attitude did not prevent the
US Congress from appropriating significant sums of money for a large fleet of warships
which Wilson used at Vera Cruz to support the prewar American Army’s expeditionary
force in Mexico. But it left America without the essential feature of national political
influence in Europe-a capable, modern Army.

If unpreparedness for war is one pattern in twentieth century American politics,
another is the swift return to an isolationist military posture immediately after conflict."*
This is based on the belief that military power held no relevance to the task of establishing
new political institutions in the aftermath of war. After World War I, America’s political
leaders avoided the political and military commitments to achieve international stability
along liberal capitalist lines-the conquest and occupation of strategic territory to secure the
peace. Sensing the incompleteness of the allied victory over Germany in 1918, General
Pershing, President Wilson’s Army Commander in Europe, advised a longer and more
thorough occupation of Germany. In urging the President to occupy Germany with US
and allied troops, General Pershing may have recalled any number of examples suggesting
that 1osccupation was necessary to secure the peace. America’s war with Mexico provided
one.

Wilson rejected Pershing’s recommendation. For domestic political reasons,
Wilson could not ignore the public’s demands for dismantling of the US Army’s
Expeditionary Force once the Versailles Treaty was signed. Without a powerful American
Army (which had been the real basis for America’s negotiating strength during the
conference) on the continent responsive to the commands of the President, it is
understandable that most of President Wilson’s later proposals for collective security drew
little more than curious interest from the British and the French. Unfortunately, while this
truth escaped notice in Washington, it was not missed in Berlin, Rome, Moscow and
Tokyo.

President Wilson’s Republican successors continued the same course and opted for
a large US Navy and a small, impotent American Army. They did not grasp the point that
despite their impressive absolute and relative size, America’s naval forces held a distinctly
defensive posture'® and could not deter aggression on land."’ Tt was a peculiar marriage of
Wilsonian idealism and Republican complacency that guided American policy in the thirties.
Although the Republicans sincerely wanted to foster stability in postwar Europe, reassure
the French, allay German grievances and contain the spread of Communism, they ignored
the fact that successful strategy is a result of the organization and application of power.'*
Without a modern Army to apply power in Europe and Asia after 1920, no serious strategy
could be devised to influence the events of the interwar years.

Curiously, America’s elected leaders in the 1920s continued to express confidence
in the survival of an international order that was quickly passing. Technological, economic
and political changes were steadily eliminating the circumstances of America’s geographic
isolation. Dramatic advances in aircraft, automotive and communications technologies
coincided with the onset of the depression and the rise of anti-democratic states in
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Germany, Russia, Italy and Japan. Yet these developments did not yield an increase in
funds for the modernization or enlargement of the US Army. When Army Chief of Staff,
General Douglas MacArthur, urged Congress to appropriate money in 1934 for the
modernization and modest expansion of the US Army to cope with the interwar revolution
in military affairs, President Roosevelt’s Republican friend and confidante, Senator Gerald
Nye, called the Army Chief of Staff a “warmonger.” Republicans in Congress were
uninterested in the Army and rejected most of MacArthur’s appeals to stockpile strategic
materials as well as his plans for industrial mobilization-recommendations they would all
remember five years later."”

However, some of MacArthur’s warnings were heeded. In his final report as Chief
of Staff MacArthur’s insistence that a future war would be one of movement and maneuver
in which “command of the air over attacking ground forces would confer a decisive
advantage on the side that achieved it” was taken seriously.”” In 1936, five years before the
attack on Pearl Harbor, the President asked Congress to fund an increase in the number of
aircraft in the Army’s inventory. The number of aircraft purchased rose each year with the
result that 4, 429 aircraft were purchased in FY 1941, which ended in June 1941 Funding
for the ground forces, however, continued to fall with the result that the US Army in the
1930s was largely moribund.?

Instead of supporting measures for the modernization and expansion of the US
Army to deter Japanese and German aggression, until 1940 President Roosevelt limited his
requests for military expenditures to a program for American naval construction to
compete with Japan’s increased production of warships. Like his predecessors in both
parties, President Roosevelt privately hoped that the United States’ participation in any
future war with Germany or Japan could be restricted to the use of American naval and
airpower. Until the fall of France, Roosevelt continued to express the view that 10,000
American aircraft and an armada of battleships would suffice to aid America’s allies in their
fight on the Eurasian landmass.” For Roosevelt the prospect of building an American
Army that would fight beyond America’s borders raised the spectre of casualties on the
scale of World War 1. If America could exploit the armies of allied states for landpower
while American military technology dominated the air and sea, Roosevelt thought,
American casualties could be kept to a minimum.**

President Roosevelt’s strategy to exert political influence through exclusive reliance
on seapower and, later, airpower, did nothing to dissuade Germany, Japan, Italy and Soviet
Russia from aggressive action between 1938 and 1942.% In part, this view was due to a
growing faith in both sea-based and land-based aviation as a new “silver bullet” in military
affairs. In the interwar period, the public fascination with airpower in Britain and America
prompted officials in both countries to urge reliance on airpower at the expense of
modernized ground forces.”® The British Air Ministry went so far as to state that
defensive measures to defeat strategic bombers were futile. “To defend against aircraft
with ground-based anti-aircraft weapons was useless; fighter planes were no match for the
bomber.”?’ The effect of such predictions, however, did not improve Britain’s defense
posture. The unintended consequence of Britain’s over-reliance on airpower and the
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reluctance to construct and maintain a modern army in peacetime was a weak and
inadequately prepared British Army that no amount of British airpower could rescue from
defeat in May 1940.%

After the fall of France and the subsequent Battle of Britain in 1940, the substance
of the debate inside the Roosevelt administration about what forces the United States
would need to confront Germany and Japan began to change. While Britain’s defeat of
Germany’s air offensive temporarily removed the threat of invasion, it also demonstrated
the impotence of a security policy based primarily on airpower. President Roosevelt
realized that American involvement in another World War would require the use of
American ground forces. When the President turned to General Marshall for strategic
advice, Marshall provided him with a memorandum entitled “Program For Victory” which
had been prepared by recently promoted LTC Albert C. Wedemeyer in the Department of
the Army’s War Plans Division. Wedemeyer’s memorandum dated September 21, 1941,
determined more than how and where the United States Army would fight World War I
Its conception and delivery was one of the decisive acts of the war. ®

Wedemeyer reasoned that the technology of the twentieth century-railways,
automotive and aviation technology-placed insular America at a disadvantage unless she
could seize a foothold on the “world island” and one as close as possible to the heartland-
European Russia. He persuaded Roosevelt that while air and sea forces would make vital
contributions, effective and adequate ground forces would be needed “to close with and
destroy the enemy inside his citadel.” In order to take the strategic offensive, the United
States would require an army capable of defeating the Germans. Though a citizen of the
richest nation on earth, Wedemeyer was sensitive to the need for economy. He pointed out
that a large scale invasion of Europe with the use of allied bases and staging areas would be
less expensive than the cost of building amphibious forces for operations along the
periphery of the world island. Eventually, his argument in favor of economy persuaded the
President. The result was a plan to field a ground force consisting of 89 Army divisions
and 6 Marine divisions.*

The military posture of America’s Army after World War II bore a striking
resemblance to its posture after World War I. In 1945, Congress could not be convinced
of the need to preserve the striking power of the Army while no imminent danger could be
found to justify it. This is not evidence for neglect of the danger of unpreparedness for
war. The codification of World War II experience in the National Security Act of 1947
provided explicitly for a mobilization planning and preparedness capability in the form of
the National Security Council, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and National Security Resources
Board.®! With World War II behind them, and supposedly a long period of peace ahead,
the Truman administration simply saw no reason to preserve the existence of a large and
powerful Army.

By 1948, however, the strategic situation began to change. President Truman’s
Secretary of State negotiated the North Atlantic Treaty, which granted military assistance
and endorsed strategic collaboration. In fundamental terms, the American policy of
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containment was conceived as the global strategy of an insular power to defend the
Eurasian periphery against postwar Soviet Russia’s formidable outward pressure from the
Eurasian heartland.*?> Thus, in the years immediately following World War II, the Army
still bore the brunt of defense cuts. Though instrumental in the effort to defeat and
transform Germany and Japan into modern democratic nations with close political and
economic ties to the United States, the US Army was in the words of General Ridgway
“skeletonized.” Part of the blame for the Army’s poor state of readiness for war in 1950
must also be shared by the Army’s senior leaders who were unable to articulate the need
for an American Army in an environment shaped by a postwar strategy of one-sided
nuclear attack.* The result was a large Navy, an expanding Air Force and an American
Army that was not prepared to fight in Korea.* Many years later, General Bradley
described the state of the US Army upon assuming the office of Army Chief of Staff.

The Army had almost no combat effectiveness. Ike had left me an
administration rather than a military force. Half of the 552,000 officers and
men were overseas on occupation duty, serving as policemen or clerks.
The other half were in the states performing various administrative chores.
Actually the Army of 1948 could not fight its way out of a paper bag.”*

Thanks to the sacrifice of thousands of American and Korean lives to achieve
battlefield success in Korea, Congress provided a temporary increase in the Army’s
budget.37 Concurrently, however, President Eisenhower decided to base American national
security policy toward a new nuclear-capable Soviet Russia on massive retaliation with
nuclear weapons and this turn of events called into question the entire role of land combat.
The strategic bombing doctrine of the US Air Force fit well with the Eisenhower
Administration’s policy of massive retaliation, itself driven more by economic than military
considerations.”® A new generation of civilian and military analysts (predominantly Air
Force and Navy officers) argued that the influence of airpower in World War II
substantially reduced the military importance of territory, population and industrial
resources.”

In the complex and shifting strategy of air attack during World War II, American
political leaders discovered the weapon they hoped would permanently neutralize the
effects of geography, culture, religion and race. Aircraft (and later missiles) obliterated the
dividing line that had always separated war on land from war at sea. Carrier-based aircraft
could strike targets on land and land-based aircraft became the fleet’s most dangerous
enemy.*® As mentioned earlier, President Roosevelt had hoped to destroy the German and
Japanese industrial capacities to wage war with American airpower in order to break the
morale of their respective populations. Although the German scientific-industrial complex
produced more warfighting material in April 1945 than it did before America’s bombing
offensive began in 1943, the inability of the Anglo-American air campaign to achieve its
own stated strategic goals in Europe did not seem to matter after the war ended.*' Where
military and political observers identified airpower’s shortcomings, the airmen pointed to
inadequate resources and support. When the same observers pointed to American
airpower’s successes against enemy surface ships, transportation nets and unprotected
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enemy ground forces, the airmen showed little interest. After Hiroshima, however, these
points seemed moot. The wholesale destruction of Japanese and German cities not only
liberated the US Air Force from the unattractive close air support mission, > American
Airpower now also held the promise of a new independent air arm that could prevail in
virtually any situation.”

When the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) met in January 1965 to advise the Secretary of
Defense and the President concerning American military courses of action in Southeast
Asia, the strategic utility of “airpower alone” dominated the discussion. Despite the
misgivings of the Army Chief of Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations that bombing
Vietnam would do little to rescue the South Vietnamese from defeat in 1965, General
Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, (CJCS) persuaded the JCS to submit a paper to the
Secretary of Defense expressing unanimous support for the use of strategic airpower.**
There was probably no point in dissenting from a course of action that Secretary
McNamara had already embraced. Based on his calculations of anticipated bomb damage,
McNamara was quite certain that airpower could prevail on its own.

After the bombing offensive failed to achieve the desired resuits, the JCS told the
President that if the US wanted to save Vietnam, it was going to have to commit ground
forces to do it. The rest of the story is well known. American Aircraft dropped eight
million tons of bombs (over twice the tonnage dropped by the allies during WW 1I), on
Vietnam Laos and Cambodia between 1962 and 1973-the US Air Force accounting for 80
% of the tonnage. Total aircraft losses, fixed wing and helicopter, came to 8,588. The Air
Force lost 2,257 aircraft and 2,700 airmen while hundreds more endured torture in
captivity. For all the expenditure of treasure, fire power and lives, American airpower,
while occasionally pivotal, was never decisive in the Vietnam War.* One of the reasons
why so little was purchased at such great cost is that American Airpower was not part of a
broader offensive strategy that included American Landpower. Again and again, fighter-
bombers would clear away surface-to-air missiles and fortifications, and lose planes and
pilots doing so. But no American Ground Forces would move through the breach. Asa
result, in a few weeks, the enemy would rebuild the defenses and more American aircraft
would be lost in the process of attacking them all over again.** Without the decisive use of
American Landpower, short of massive nuclear bombardment, no amount of American
Airpower was strategically decisive. Strategic ambiguity in national policy created
conditions conducive to attrition warfare-the very thing which modern military technology
had been created to overcome. America’s tenuous, ill-defined and limited strategic goals
impaired the conduct of the war and ultimately demoralized the Army.*’

By 1967, even McNamara recognized that the US would not achieve its original
purpose in Vietnam and persuaded the President to establish a ceiling on US troop strength
in South Vietnam.*® McNamara recalled years later: “We failed then-as we have since-to
recognize the limits of modern high-technology military equipment, forces and doctrine.”*
All of this suggests that air superiority over a theater of conflict does not make up for the
deficiency of the rest of one’s forces on the ground. Airpower cannot counterbalance the
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advantages which the enemy gains by retaining the initiative, nor does it compensate for
deficiencies in an overall strategy.*

Tragically, Vietnam left the Army in ruins. The Johnson Administration’s failure to
keep pace with the needs of modernization, research and development consigned the Army
to years of retrenchment and reconstruction. Empirically, American Airpower could not
win ?lwar and in the minds of the American public only American Landpower could lose
one.

THE GULF WAR

Western leaders had long been aware of Kuwait’s strategic importance. Britain was
the first to grasp the significance of Kuwait’s central strategic position on the Eurasian
landmass and cultivated a close relationship with the region’s ruling elites during the
eighteenth century.”> When Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Iraq and Iran began exporting oil to the
West, Kuwait became a bridgehead from which the British Army defended Iraq’s Northern
oil fields against the Turkish Army in the 1920s. During the Iran-Iraq war, Kuwait’s
neutrality was a source of frustration and opportunity for the great powers that struggled to
preserve access to the region’s oil resources. Iraq’s invasion and occupation of Kuwait
changed all that. The prominent concern in the West after Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait was
whether Iraq would move against or into Saudi Arabia and the other Persian Gulf states.
Iraq could then have gained control of one-fifth of the noncommunist world’s oil
production, two-thirds of proven world reserves.” It seemed that Iraq’s potential to
change the balance of power in a region of vital interest of the United States was once
again reminding Americans that American strategic immunity from external threats is
an illusion.

Why Iraq invaded Kuwait when it did will be the subject of debate for many years.
One important reason was the absence of any capable ground force in the region that could
mount an effective counterattack against the attacking Iraqi Army. ** American strategic
intelligence clearly failed. American intelligence analysts drew the wrong conclusions from
circumstantial evidence-that Iraq would not attack Kuwait, that it would attack Saudi
Arabia, that it would not attack Israel, and that the Soviet Union was on America’s side, to
mention just a few.”> Having no Army expeditionary force that could quickly attack to
reverse Iraq’s strategic gains, the United States reverted to the time-honored practice of
embargo while light airborne and marine elements deployed along the coast to establish a
tripwire defense of Saudi Arabia. While these forces deployed along Saudi Arabia’s border
with Kuwait, the Bush administration worked to build the international coalition and
domestic American political consensus required for decisive military action against Iraq.*®
Against a more competent enemy, a lapse of strategic intelligence on the scale of Iraq’s
surprise attack is potentially fatal. In case of the Gulf War, it was not.

The decision to use force was a bold one since reductions in the Army were
underway before the war with Iraq and indeed continued immediately after the war ended.
One reason the President was able to opt for the use of force was the level of public
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support for action in the Gulf. This sent a signal to Congress that the President deserved
support to fight a regional conflict in defense of unambiguous US and allied security
interests.”” The high level of public approval prompted Congress to support the President’s
request for permission to use US troops in January 1991 with a supplemental defense
budget for DESERT STORM. :

Fortunately, Iraq’s armed forces remained idle for months while American and
Coalition Armies assembled for an attack that national leaders on every side sought
desperately to avoid. While the ground forces concentrated for a decisive blow against
Traq, the coalition air forces struck. Even though airpower could not compel the Iraqi
Army to withdraw from Kuwait, the US Air Force turned in a brilliant performance whose
impact was heightened by the acute vulnerability of Iraq and its air defenses to the
technological superiority of American Airpower.*® Most important, the medium of
television provided the airpower enthusiasts with the tool to selectively demonstrate the
value of airpower to the American people. In contrast, the Army’s leaders hedged against
the possibility of failure by excluding the media until the outcome of the ground offensive
could no longer be doubted.”

In truth, the results of the air campaign were mixed. The claim by the US Air Force
that airpower alone defeated the Iraqi Army, made in the first flush of victory, has not
withstood even brief examination.*” Airpower failed to destroy fifty percent of Iraq’s
armor as advertised®' and Iraq never ran out of armor. Like body counts in Vietnam,
destroyed tanks and artillery pieces became an irrelevant measure of military effectiveness.
Many bridges and roads were destroyed, but many were also bypassed or repaired so
quickly that Iragi lines of communication were never broken from the air. Hundreds of
aircraft linked to the best intelligence surveillance equipment in the world were unable to
find or destroy Iraq’s mobile Scud missiles. The bulwark of the Iraqi force-the Republican
Guard Corps sustained modest damage during the air campaign and Baghdad’s command
and control of Iraqi forces in Kuwait was never paralyzed.®

Still, great claims were made regarding how effective the Coalition aerial onslaught
had been on the Iraqi Army. General Merrill McPeak, the USAF Chief of Staff, insisted
that this was the first war time in history that a field army had been defeated by airpower.
He clearly had his own definition of defeat. In the war with Iraq, defeat meant the removal
of Iraqi ground forces from Kuwait, something that required Coalition ground forces to
attack and liberate Kuwait. It was true that Iraqi military morale in Kuwait was largely
destroyed by forty days’ exposure to Coalition bombing, but this may be attributed in part
to the poor quality of Iraqi troops. Recent history is full of examples of good-quality
soldiers withstanding devastating bombardments and then fighting back against ground
attack with considerable success.®® A more accurate summation of the role of airpower in
this and other conflicts may be found in the words of an Air Force Colonel who actually
flew in the Gulf War: “Airpower can only do so much; the Army must go in on the ground
to defeat the enemy’s ground forces to finally win the battle.”**
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Although airpower did not obtain the paralysis it had hoped for, airpower protected
the assembling armies from air attack. And American Airpower also demonstrated that, for
the moment, at altitudes above 10,000 to 15,000 feet it had gained a decisive edge in its
struggle with land-based counter-measures for air supremacy. At altitudes below 10,000
feet, coalition aircraft were always engaged and sometimes destroyed. When the Gulf War
ended, however, roughly half of Iraq’s Republican Guard Corps had managed to evade
contact with US Air and Ground Forces and escaped to Central Iraq. Today, other than
depriving Iraq of the means to build up yet more powerful forces, there is widespread
disagreement on the quality and meaning of the Coalition’s victory over Iraq.*’ Iraq was
not occupied. No line was drawn along Iraq’s border with Iran behind which modern
democractic institutions could take root and flourish inside Iraq.

The more important military event that largely escaped public detection was the US
Navy’s role during the Guif War. Without American control of the sea lanes, American
Ground Forces would not have been able to reach the Arabian Peninsula in great strength
for many months. American dominance at sea made the strategic offensive to liberate
Kuwait possible. Nearly 90% of the Army’s equipment and ammunition was moved by
sealift from the United States and Europe to the Arabian peninsula.®

Having said that, little that occurred ashore or at sea supported many of the
assumptions and implications of the nation’s maritime strategy. No opposing naval forces
tried to challenge US Naval Forces for control of the seas. Waves of enemy aircraft never
attempted to attack the carriers. There was no submarine threat to the flow of men and
materiel across the oceans. Forced entry from the sea was unnecessary.”’” American
Marines arrived on the Eurasian landmass through allied air and sea ports in exactly the
same way Army troops did-by commercial air.®® And, the Marines were utilized to
augment the Army’s Ground Forces as they were in WW [, Korea and Vietnam. Thus,
while sea control was vital to American military success in the Gulf War, as Admiral
Owens noted afterward control of events on land was not decisively influenced by
American Naval Power.”

DESERT STORM offers many lessons, but the most important are the following:
Bombardment from a distance can enable landpower to win, but stand-off weapons in the
air and at sea cannot achieve victory without landpower. Without landpower, airpower
and seapower cannot be strategically decisive. And, only American Landpower can impose
strategic conditions on the former adversary through occupation that will result in political
change that benefits both the former enemy and the United States.

Iraq’s behavior since 1991 has buttressed this opinion. Iraq’s threatening moves in
October 1994 precipitated a large deployment of Army heavy forces to Kuwait and, later,
US Marines to Jordan. Airpower enthusiasts in the Pentagon insisted that this deployment
was unnecessary. However, as a Kuwaiti officer made clear to an American member of the
United Nation’s headquarters in Kuwait: “If the US Army comes, we will stay and fight the
Iragis. Otherwise we will retreat to Saudi Arabia.”’® Nevertheless, the notion persists that
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another peace dividend lies hidden somewhere in the budget of an Active Army whose
strength has fallen from 760,000 to 495,000 in less than four years.

THE FUTURE OF LANDPOWER IN NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY

As the preceding sections illustrate, US national security interests and needs do not
completely determine the structure of the American national military establishment. An
American cultural disinclination to international engagement and popular misinterpretations
of 20th Century conflict are at least as powerful as defined national interests. Assumptions
that have changed very little over the last seventy years continue to yield consequences in
the present that are distressingly similar to the past. Perceptions of US interests and
defense needs today are reminiscent of the postwar perceptions that deprived the United
States of a capable, ready Army when it was needed in the past. The following comments
made in the aftermath of the Gulf War continue to reflect conventional wisdom and are all
too familiar to those who have not lost sight of the historical record:”’

e Peace between the major European and Asian powers themselves will be quite robust
well into the distant future.

e The possibility of war between smaller European states, though a serious concern, is
more a political problem for European and other multilateral security institutions than

a taxing military contingency for US Forces.

e US interests in the Third World are neither vital nor significant; rather they are vague
and ambiguous.

e US Forces will not become involved in the vast majority of Third World conflicts.

e But the subtler tools of power projection-security assistance, air power and naval
forward presence in the context of crisis response will have frequent use.

Simultaneous contingencies affecting US interests could occur, but it is extremely
unlikely that more than one would require substantial levels of US combat power.

A continuity with the past runs through these words at a deeper level, regarding the
intellectual underpinnings of an understandable American reluctance to engage in war as
well as the assumptions concerning the dynamic international forces that link American
strategic interests with American military power. These assumptions ignore the fact that
wealth and power, or economic and military strength are always relative. Since all societies
are subject to change, the international balance of forces is neither still nore pe:rmanent.72
These predictions also reflect a return to the American optimism that sprang up after World
War [, the wishful thinking of the Roosevelt administration before World War II and the
guidelines by which a succession of administrations have determined what and how much
American landpower is enough since 1945. They also discount the value of landpower to a
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nation that cannot withdraw from world affairs. These predictions constitute a wish for an
effective foreign and security policy while escaping the realities of international politics.

Although the Soviet threat has vanished, new threats are emerging. In 1995 and
1996, China launched ballistic missiles from bases on the Chinese mainland into the sea 84
miles north of Taiwan.”” China and India may both have military ambitions contrary to
American interests over the longer term. Russia’s passion for preserving its control of
Central Asia is breathing new life into a Russian military establishment whose performance
to date has been mixed. Provided Russian military power is not directed at Central Europe,
the Middle East, Japan or Korea, there is little reason for concern. But if NATO’s planned
expansion extends America’s defensive periphery to Eastern Poland, this situation could
change abruptly.” As the Army’s leaders frequently note, however, the “911 calls”
continue to come in while the Active Army’s budget heads south. Events in Somalia, Haiti,
Bosnia, Rwanda, Algeria, Russia and Iraq have revealed how erroneous many rosy
predictions about a new world order were. If the aforementioned description of the future
world order is inaccurate, what lies ahead that will require the use of American
Landpower? Consider the following points:

¢ Only seven countries in the world today have enjoyed a form of representative
democracy for more than one hundred years and five of them speak English:
Great Britain, the United States, Australia, Canada, New Zealand, Switzerland and
France. Democracy is still strongest in those insular regions of the world where
security has been strongest. :

¢ Stable democracies do not suddenly appear. They develop. The social and
institutional infrastructure requires time to be created.”” Moreover, the pattern of
development inevitably reflects the distribution of wealth and resources in the society.
The wealthy and the educated have better organizational skills and therefore, political
groups tend to emerge first among a small circle of elites. Thus, democracy begins
with the rule of a narrow, enlightened elite and a limited participatory franchise. Over
time, if the franchise widens and if constitutional rules limit political power as was the
case in the United States after the American Revolution, democracy takes root and
flourishes.”® What evidence is there that the democratic gains of the last decade will be
preserved in the years ahead? Reactionary forces in Russia, Eastern Europe, the
Islamic World, Latin America and China provide plenty of evidence for anti-democratic
trends in current affairs. History teaches that civilization is fragile and that no
improvement in human affairs is irreversible. Like the Roman Legions, the arrival of
American Landpower is synonomous with order, stability and democratic civilization.
The consequences for US security interests of a broader anti-democratic roll-back in
regions where American Landpower is absent should not be underestimated.

e American interests can only be inferred from visible ties America has to other states.
Regional crises with the greatest chance for misperceptions of US resolve will be ones
in which US interests are ambiguous. In this connection, sea-based systems and
virtually present aircraft do not constitute visible ties. As America’s experience in
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every major conflict and more recently in Kuwait, Haiti and Bosnia demonstrates,
“boots on the ground” is the only visible tie that deters and defends US and allied
interests and promise to defeat America’s adversaries. It is no accident that, as of this
writing, 40% of the US Army’s Patriot batteries are deployed overseas and that two of
the Army’s heavy task forces are defending Kuwait while an additional two heavy
brigades are operating in Bosnia.

e America’s security interests are not limited to the continental United States.
Though vulnerable to Soviet missile attack for many years, North America is now
vulnerable to attack from many states.”’ In some cases, the defense of North America
will entail strikes by highly mobile ground forces to points deep inside enemy territory
to destroy enemy weapons of mass destruction. In others, the requirement to physically
invade and occupy strategic territory in the effort to neutralize these emerging
capabilities will be indispensable to the US. Stand-off weapon systems and nuclear
retaliation are unlikely to deter anti-democratic regimes whose survival cannot be .
threatened by these systems.”®

e The United States must continue to buttress the stability of key states around the
world, working to prevent calamity rather than reacting to it.”” The presence of
Army combat troops on allied territory is an unambiguous definition of US interests and
a fact that no opponent can ignore. Ground forces ashore on permanent or temporary
station, are far less expensive and more easily deployed and protected than an armada
of ships which are both remote from the scene of the action and acutely vulnerable to a
host of new relatively inexpensive weapon systems.*

e US regional deterrence strategy will continue to rely on conventional military
threats to deny a future adversary’s war aims promptly. American landpower is an
impressive threat to any regime whose hold on power will not be undermined by “high-
tech” military threats to the economic infrastructure. Army overseas presence is a key
element in a preventive defense strategy that seeks to keep potential dangers to US
security from becoming full-blown threats.®' Though this will not apply in every case,
the threat of defeat on the ground clearly applies to North Korea, Iran, Iraq and many
other states.

e Finally, the United States must consider the possibility that a new, high-
technology military superpower could emerge. Today, this possibility seems remote.
If, however, the American strategic alliance with traditional allies is allowed to lapse
and the international environment becomes more and more unstable, other states may
feel compelled to develop substantial military power to protect their interests.* Unless
contained within an alliance framework, this could revive a strategic rivalry with their
neighbors with grave consequences for regional and world peace.

Avoidance of war has been the foundation of American defense policy since the end
of World War I. The desire to avoid war will continue to animate American thinking about
security well into the 21st Century. Americans also understand that security is the real
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basis for economic growth; not the other way around. Money flows into secure areas and
out of flashpoint areas. Economic growth is the wellspring of democratic institutions.

American Landpower has the capacity to enable states and peoples to develop
political and economic structures that secure domestic prosperity and international peace.
Japan’s war with its neighbors and America did not end in 1945. It ended with the
implementation of a new constitution and Japan’s incorporation within a broader alliance of
democratic states. Germany’s war with Europe and the United States ended with its entry
into NATO and the European Economic Community. These transformations were not
simply the byproduct of American military victory in World War II. America contributed
to victory in World War I and no such change occurred. This is because the transformation
of Japan and Germany into modern democratic states was achieved behind a defensive line
drawn on the ground by American Landpower.

But the evidence suggests that there are challenges requiring the commitment of
American Landpower which the United States may face sooner than it thinks. Some of
these challenges will involve containing the spread of weapons of mass destruction through
a readiness to preemptively strike with special operations forces the production facilities
that provide these weapons. Other challenges will involve intervention in regions where
instability in one state threatens an entire region with disintegration. Recent events in
Bosnia, Rwanda and Southwest Asia provide a glimpse of what may lie ahead in China,
India, Pakistan and North Korea. America’s Ground Forces will have to be prepared to
perform the tasks Caesar assigned to his legions-win wars, restore order, and preserve a
stable and prosperous peace wherever direct American influence is required.

Landpower alone cannot possibly solve all of the nation’s future security problems
in a world seething with disaffection and change. But without the application of
landpower to areas of strategic importance to American and allied security international
political order will deteriorate. Today’s international security order is an order with the
United States at its center. But an order built without ground forces is an order whose
foundation rests on sand. Ships, planes, bombs and missiles cannot do the job alone.®
American strategic dominance will erode quickly without an army organized, trained and
ready to operate in a new strategic environment where traditional service distinctions are
increasingly meaningless.** Thus, the question is not whether American landpower is
essential to American strategic dominance. The question is how landpower should be
organized to operate jointly with airpower and seapower to preserve America’s strategic
dominance in the next century.
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III. MEETING THE DEMANDS OF REVOLUTIONARY
CHANGE IN WARFARE

On reflection, the history of military affairs can be seen as a continuous quest for
victory, and evolution is simply the term given to that process by which the structures of
military organizations change over time in pursuit of battlefield success. How modern
Armies meet the demands of war helps to explain why the factors of science, technology,
social change, organizational culture and economic strength all interact to shape
warfighting organizations and repeated revolutions in military affairs (RMA). In this sense
it is important to distinguish between evolutionary and revolutionary change. In
evolutionary change, progress is made by improving the last generation of military
equipment and organizations, but continuity still exists between the old and new
generations. In periods of revolutionary change, almost no continuity exists between
generations-we are looking at something entirely new."

This chapter argues that RMAs are not necessarily driven by huge and obvious
advances in technology. The long-bow, which certainly revolutionized warfare, was a
relatively small technological advance over the “short bow” - a simple question of
materials technology and manufacturing technique. Likewise, the change necessary to
allow bullets to fit snugly into gun barrels, thus making possible first rifles, then fully
automatic weapons, was a metallurgical change which is minor when compared with the
enormous changes in microcircuitry which have occurred over the last 15 years.

Rather, RMAs come about not because technology has improved, but because
armed forces devise new ways to incorporate new technology by changing their
organization, tactics and, sometimes, their whole concept of war.” In view of these
observations, this chapter attempts to isolate and analyze the more obvious regularities
and patterns associated with changes in how armies periodically reorganize and reequip to
produce revolutionary change. While the conception of organizational change presented
in this chapter is not predictive, it may assist efforts to identify the evolutionary trends
within which future warfighting organizations for land combat should be developed.

The need for understanding the nature of organizational change in military affairs is
particularly acute today. Most arguments for or against change in the comtemporary US
Armed Forces contain a large measure of vested interest. Military leaders with strong
allegiance and nostalgia for the arms to which they have devoted their lives do not relish
the idea of change.® To the degree that any military establishment allows doctrinal
organization and training methods to ossify, or tries to centralize control over ideas for
change, it risks obsolescence, whatever its current technical prowess might be.

Because the development of modern military organizations has often been
characterized by problems and processes of strategy and structure analogous to those
experienced by corporate business, this chapter begins with a brief discussion of how
America’s private sector is coping with the information age. A distinguishing feature of
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the modern world has been that superior econonuc competitiveness and superior military
power have tended to accompany oneanother.*

OBSERVATIONS FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR

General Krulak, Marine Corps Commandant, had sound reasons for sending his
senior officers to the New York Stock Exchange in December 1995. Wall Street traders
are among the world’s fastest decisionmakers. What better way to determine whether
there are methods already in use that enable military leaders to change the way they
organize forces and think about combat in order to act more quickly and effectively?’
Business leaders are concerned about the uncertainties of change in the market place
where billions of dollars are at stake in the same way that the professional military is
concerned about the impact of change in many areas on warfare. The difference between
the professional peacetime military establishment and the private sector corporation lies in
the unforgiving nature of the market place. Whereas military defeats in war are frequently
necessary to mduce change in the way the professional military organizes, trains and
equips to fight,® the market place teaches every day that a failure to anticipate change and
to adapt accordingly always results in a financial debacle!

Military leaders are not alone in their desire to see the universe as stable, orderly
and predictable. America’s industrial age corporate leaders were comfortable with their
methods of operation, production, marketing and managerial techniques until they
discovered in the 1980s that they were ill-suited to the new market place. Why? Mass
production assembly lines inhibit necessary change and if change occurs at all, it is
carefully controlled through fixed processes and structures. This approach was no longer
practical in the environment of the 80s where the factor of knowledge had begun to
displace capital and labor as the primary building block of information age power. In the
last decade, when the rapidly changing relationships between cause and effect in the new
information age business environment began to defy corporate management’s best efforts
at control, it became clear to business leaders that incremental improvement models to to
profitable change in world markets would not work.

Rather than trying to perfect flawed, inefficient systems, the most successful
corporations opted for fundamental change. This is because tinkering around the edges
through incrementalism could not produce the needed improvements in performance when
the demand for success in an extremely competitive global market required profound
change. Traditional adaptive organizational paradigms impose an overly mechanistic and
orderly v151on of change on organizations that are already full of complexity, change and
disorder.’

Recognizing there was a gap between business theory and the realities of a
fundamentally new, information age market place, corporations set out in the early 1980s
to restructure, reorganize and reequip for a new kind of private sector warfare. As in war,
there were winners and losers. What follows are observations about the winners:
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e Highly successful companies did not simply proclaim a set of core values or ideology,
they immersed their managerial elite as well as their employees in a performance
ideology to a degree that was obsessive.

e At the same time, successful companies which were unwavering in their core ideology
and values were still willing, even eager, to overthrow everything else: strategies,
structures, procedures, measurements and incentives. They understood the difference
between “what we stand for” and “how we do things.”

e Successful companies maintained ideological control, but promoted operational
autonomy. In the last decade, their story in business can be characterized as the
triumph of distributed brains over centralized brawn ®

e What looks in retrospect like brilliant foresight and preplanning is more often the result
of “Let’s just try a lot of stuff and keep what works.”” Ironically, these companies are
frequently referred to as “visionary companies.”

Bill Gates’ Microsoft is among the best known, so-called “visionary”
corporations. Microsoft’s first operating principle is simple: radical autonomy. From the
beginning, members of the Windows NT group organized themselves into small units with
their own rules, styles and ways of working. With the ideological goals and values of
Microsoft for orientation, these groups struck out in whatever direction seemed
promising.

The organizational process, however, is referred to as “flattening the
organization.” Organizations flatten their structures by eliminating the need for
intermediate management by exception. In the private sector, a structure such as the
insurance pricing bulletin board reduces the need for supervision of agents by raising the
level of authority of the individual agent. Electronic posting of the limits of the authority
affords centralized transmission of standards and immediate processing of requests by
subordinates for exceptions to policy only.'® In terms that General Patton would have
understood, this means organizing the arms of combat at increasingly lower levels in the
form of combat commands or regimental combat teams and relying on a subordinate
battalion commander’s understanding of the division commander’s operational intent.

The second principle was minimal top-down coordination.'" Recent studies of
Microsoft offer a strong argument for reducing the number of administrative layers in
organizations and for placing decisions closer to the action. In this connection, Microsoft
concentrated on building an organization that shared information effectively rather than on
hitting a market “just right” with a visionary product. Companies that concentrated
primarily on hitting the market with a visionary product idea and attempted to ride the
growth curve of an attractive product life cycle failed. In this sense, visionary products
are the private sector equivalents of high-technology “silver bullets” in military affairs.
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Microsoft’s success in the private sector further demonstrates that the ideal
horizontal structure produces the least disorder in information flow.'> This observations
suggests that there is probably room to eliminate some of the current Army echelons of
command and control with their origins in the age of Napoleon could be eliminated in a
new information age warfighting paradigm.

Microsoft’s transformation into a “visionary corporation” was also premised on
dramatically improving the corporation’s performance to achieve extraordinary results.
This transformation required changing the organization’s culture, work-force management
methods, and information management. Under Gates’ leadership, top management
imposed a new vision of high performance to be achieved through increased commitment
to exploit new technology, along with performance measurement systems, to assess
attainment of the organization’s goals. In the Army where performance evaluation of
units and commanders is thoroughly subjective, this may mean developing objective
criteria in peacetime training to determine who is and who is not competent to command
in combat before the shooting starts! Attempts to develop these in the past have been
resisted on the grounds that such criteria are too hard to identify."

However, this attitude may be changing. MG Fred Gorden, former Director of
Military Personnel Management, identified versatility as a key attribute of leadership that
should figure prominently in the selection and advancement of officers. He noted:
“Versatility translates into creativity in leadership, not only in our commissioned and
noncommissioned officers, but also in our new soldiers.”'* The important point is that the
military may be on the verge of understanding what the private sector already knows.
Acccounting for individual differences in knowledge, skill and proficiency encompasses a
range of performance indicators." It is a mistake to assume that there is one best model
(OER) for thinking about performance in the context of officer selection for advancement.

Of course, whenever emphasis is placed on performance data and more efficient
utilization of manpower, management creates a new organizational culture focused on its
performance, productivity and goals. This produces success and success, in turn, breeds
more success. Accomplishments become linked to new methods and new attitudes.'® This
makes further change possible. Along the way, however, other corporations invested
billions in new technology and still failed to achieve results in the market place.

Frustrated with rising labor costs in the sixties and seventies, especially skilled
labor, auto industry executives searched for information age technology in the early
eighties that would provide them with full visibility on production and reduce the need for
skilled labor. Their best engineers built detailed models of decision processes, input and
objective functions and designed an impressive production control system. Still, the
system was too rigid and too dependent on centralized authority and control to keep pace
with changing market conditions. One analyst observed that “the American auto industry
had perfected the methods of fighting the last war and, this time, the Japanese beat the
pants off them!” Why?
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Auto industry executives failed to recognize the dynamic nature of their
production processes. They became fixated on winning wage battles with
organized labor and limited the goal of their system to cost reduction. In
doing so they consolidated control and limited the ability of subordinates to
adapt and modify the process. By imposing these restrictions on a process
requiring continuous adaptation they firmly entrenched the organization
and set the conditions for failure. The failure precipitated wholesale
changes in leadership and organizational structure. It took the new team
ten yearls7 to reengineer the organization around a productivity enhancement
system.

In the end, efforts to minimize the cost-benefit ratio through the carefully
coordinated action of thousands of little cogs, all to be interconnected and fine-tuned to
the performance of their special tasks in the hands of a supreme management team, did not
work. Like many large institutions, the auto industry was well-adapted to periods of
incremental change, but could not manage transforming change. For the auto industry, the
information age business environment proved to be an unstable one, filled with fluctuation,
uncertainty and unwelcome change. The industry’s leaders attempted to impose order
through the use of technologically sophisticated, information age decisionmaking aids on
the fluid information age market and failed. '

In retrospect, it seems clear that only organizational strategies which link the work
activities of organizations at every level by treating chaos and instability as sources of
creative renewal will succeed in producing organizations that can effectively exploit
information age technology. Innovation, that is, the application of knowledge to produce
new knowledge, is not, however, a product of simple inspiration, best done by loners in
their garages. It requires systematic effort, decentralization and diversity, that is, the
opposite of central planning and centralization.'®

Unfortunately, without the violence of war to impart the inspiration for change
through the need for survival, very few military establishments turn out to be capable of
maintaining a degree of order in peacetime which makes change possible. ” Yet, when
professional military establishments think about future conflict and embrace change in
peacetime, the results in war are frequently “revolutionary” in character.

CONCEPTS OF CHANGE IN WARFARE: DOMINATING MANEUVER

Knowing whether or not there is a new revolution in military affairs requires some
basis for judging the extent to which contemporary warfare i 1s actually changing into a new
form which diverges dramatically from previous experience.”’ Thomas Kuhn’s research in
the physical sciences is one useful analytical tool for understanding change in many areas.
Kuhn describes a paradigm or model as the common set of beliefs shared by scientists in
any field.! When a dominant set of beliefs is challenged by a newer, more useful set, a
“paradigm shift” or revolutionary change occurs. Alvin and Heidi Toffler employ the
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concept of “paradigm shift” by depicting revolutionary change in contemporary society’s
social, political and economic structures in the form of waves; the “third wave” being the
most recent and profound source of change in human affairs. However, Tofflerian waves
are based on economic production modes set at the super-civilization level. As a result,
they tend to be too abstract to account for many details in past changes in the patterns of
Western warfare and the close interrelationship of these changes with the evolution of
modern society. For these reasons, the Tofflers provide a future Third Wave vision that,
from a military perspective, is not always supported by the historical record.?

Because a detailed account of the evolution of modern warfare is beyond the scope
of this work, this chapter will attempt instead to explain revolutionary change in modern
warfare by focusing on the conduct of dominating maneuver. The reader will recall that
in maneuver warfare, the objective is to gain a positional advantage in time and space that
places the enemy at such a disadvantage that he is compelled to surrender or be destroyed.
This is in sharp contrast to attrition warfare in which the objective is to inflict more
casualties and physical damage on the enemy than the enemy can afford to sustain.

In the execution of dominating maneuver, however, an attacking force conducts
decisive operations incorporating some or all of the features of an RMA. Armed forces
execute dominating maneuver when they successfully exploit technology,
organization, training and leadership to attain qualitatively superior fighting power
as well as dramatic positional advantages in time and space which the enemy’s
countermeasures cannot defeat. Such operations result in a paralyzing blow against an
opposing force with near-simultaneous effects on every level of war-strategic, operational
and tactical.

An important precondition for the conduct of dominating maneuver is
battlespace dominance by the attacking force. Battlespace dominance implies a superior
knowledge of and influence over events within a defined space or area of operations for a
specific period of time. For a conceptual understanding, it is necessary to examine the
evidence provided by three examples of revolutionary change in modern military history in
which dominate maneuver was featured: Napoleon’s Ulm campaign in 1805, the German
attack on France in 1940 and Operation DESERT STORM in 1991.2

ULM 1805

Of Napoleon’s campaigns, none is more important to an understanding of
dominating maneuver than the Ulm campaign of September-October 1805. Alerted by
French intelligence agents in Germany to Austrian and Russian military mobilization,
Napoleon moved his 200,000 troops 300 miles from their encampment in Boulogne in a
wide envelopment along multiple axes across Western Europe to converge on the Austrian
rear in Ulm. Thanks to careful French diplomacy, strict security measures and the
elimination of the French Army’s dependence on fixed supply points, the operation was
completed in only seven weeks!
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Separate corps-size elements (25,000-30,000 troops) were given independent
missions with mutually supporting objectives. Occupied with a 30,000-man French
cavalry screen in the Black Forest region, the Austrians unwisely discounted the possibility
that the main body of the French Army would advance on a broad concentric front over
difficult terrain. Moreover, the Austrians thought, French forces would have to
concentrate before attempting any significant attack and this French military build-up
would provide the Austrians with adequate time to concentrate their own forces for a
counter-strike. Surprised and isolated by the crushing rapidity of the French advance and
by the presence of the French Army far behind their front, the Austrian forces at Ulm were
compelled to surrender. Yet the Ulm campaign was not only an overwhelming victory for
the French, it also decisively set the terms for Napoleon’s subsequent battle with the
combined Austrian and Russian Armies at Austerlitz in December-a titanic action which
ended with the virtual destruction of the Austro-Russian Armies.**

How did these dramatic victories occur?

Napoleon brought about a revolution in military affairs by assimilating the weapons
technology of the age into a consistent pattern of military theory, organization and
leadership. This congruence of French weapons, tactics, organization and thinking about
war reflected Napoleon’s understanding of how to use existing technology to the limit and
at the same time make its very limitations work to French advantage.”

First, prior to Ulm armies were generally small-30,000-70,000 troops-and the
battlefield rather than the theater of war was the commander’s arena. Social and industrial
revolution in France radically changed this condition and created both mass armies and the
means to mass-produce standardized weapons and supplies. To an extent not thought
possible in an age without radio communications, this facilitated decentralized control of
forces moving simultaneously on multiple axes of advance. Standarized artillery,
improved artillery munitions, glass jars for preserving food and rifled muskets were all part
of the industrial age RMA. Napoleon’s appreciation of these new battlefield dynamics
enabled the French to wage a war of greater spatial scope and duration.

Second, Napoleon organized his forces into today’s familiar system of battalions,
brigades, divisions and corps. In fact, put aside the weapons and vehicles modemn
technology has provided, and there is really little difference between Napoleonic
organizations and those of today. But, in their time, these organizational innovations had
a revolutionary impact!®® What the campaign of 1805 revealed to a startled world was a
200,000 man Grande Armee organized into six army corps of roughly 25,000-30,000
troops, each containing units of “all arms” and each provided with a uniformly structured
staff to direct its operations.”” Napoleon’s corps were, in fact, mini-armies that could
sustain independent operations for long periods. Although Napoleon added manpower to
enlarge his maneuver force, he also more than quadrupled the number of operational
maneuver units at his disposal. This increased the French potential for brilliant and
unusual maneuvers.
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Third, the Ulm and Austerlitz campaigns of 1805 were the first test of the new
Napoleonic cavalry system and the first of its triumphs.® To win, Napoleon needed a well-
developed communications system to bring him timely, accurate information. All the
advantages of the corps system were of no value if the information to guide the movement
of the separate corps to the enemy’s weak points was unavailable. He also needed the
means to deny information to his enemy. If the enemy could find his forces, French
positional advantages would be at risk. In Napoleon’s day, reliable information arrived
on horseback. For this reason, except for the numbers of light cavalry necessary for the
security of each corps, all mounted units were concentrated in the Grande Armee’s
Cavalry Reserve

In 1805 during the opening advance across Germany, the light cavalry of each
corps formed an advancing screen, shifting rapidly forward by every possible route with
detachments of light infantry in close support, preventing enemy observation, seizing
towns, enemy supply depots for follow-on forces and dispatching information hourly to
Imperial headquarters. Once the Grande Armee began decisive operations to close with
the enemy’s main body, the Cavalry Reserve’s light cavalry and dragoons moved forward
to thicken and expand the screen. In this way, critical information could be passed and
acted upon in the space of a few hours across extended distances. With each succeeding
campaign, Napoleon added more and more light cavalry to the Grande Armee. Until the
irreplaceable losses of his most experienced cavalry during the Russian campaign, no field
commander in Europe knew more about the area of operations and the enemy’s place in it
than Napoleon.*

Fourth, no examination of Napoleon’s contribution to the RMA of his day can be
even partially complete without a reference to his leadership and that of his subordinates.
It has been said that no leader was ever better served by his subordinates. Though he
never committed his thoughts to writing, the record suggests that, thanks to Napoloeon’s
force of personality and vivid imagination, he could convey an understanding to his
subordinate commanders of what the operation’s overarching goals were. The Prussians
later termed this understanding of the higher commander’s purpose “operational intent.”
When his junior commanders exercised initiative and made bold decisions based on
minimal, time-sensitive information as they did on the approach march to Vienna in 1805
and at Auerstaedt in 1806, the French won decisively. When they waited passively for his
orders, as they did at Leipzig in 1813 and Waterloo in 1815, the French were defeated.

On reflection, Napoleon’s willingness during the Ulm campaign to delegate
command, to accelerate the tempo of operations, to risk dispersion on the approach
march, and to concentrate large, independent bodies of troops at critical points on the
battlefield produced a relatively inexpensive victory in terms of French human and materiel
resources as well as a new conception of time and space. Of course, for full effect,
Napoleon had to ensure that the points in time and space which were selected for attack
had a strategic impact. Napoleon’s superior knowledge of the area of operations, his
acute sense of timing and the depth of his operational focus guaranteed that the effect of
the whole French campaign was greater than the sum of its individual parts-single
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engagements, actions and battles. In this environment of French battlespace dominance,
the Austrians imploded and their will to resist collapsed under the weight of Napoleon’s
theater-wide offensive. Strategically focused, sequential operations and engagements
culminated in a dominating maneuver to destroy the enemy’s armed might.

FRANCE 1940

Napoleon’s demonstration of dominating maneuver became the organizing
imperative of the great offensive campaigns of the late 19th and 20th centuries. Analyses
of subsequent Prussian-German campaign strategy in 1866, 1870, 1914 and 1940, for
example revealed that the intent of the Prussian and German opening operations was to
repeat Napoleon’s achievement in the campaign of 1805. They sought to bring on a battle
of annihilation through dominating maneuver by inflicting a strategic defeat on the enemy
which his tactical measures could not remedy. Later Soviet/Russian concepts of theater-
wide offensive operations extended the Napoleonic emphasis on speed and decisiveness to
argue that mutiple successive operations and strikes against the enemy’s center of gravity
would be necessary to achieve dominating maneuver on an even larger scale.”!

It was, however, not until the innovative application of automotive, aviation and
communications technology to military use in the context of the 1940 German Blitzkrieg
that the operational dimensions of time and space along with the organization, training,
leadership and equipment of the armed forces were again subject to radical change. The
details of the German plan to execute an armored sweep through the Ardennes to the
French coast and split the Allied armies in two are too well known to recount here. But it
is worth noting that the failure of the German 1918 offensives to achieve similar aims
fostered a compulsion for self-examination that led to a keen appreciation in the German
officer c:grps for the potential impact of new technology on organization, leadership and
training.

When war came, the interwar deliberations on the potential impact of changing
battlefield dynamics enabled the Germans to exploit radio communications, aircraft and
armored vehicle technology in order to change plans minute by minute in the face of
enemy opposition in order to confound, confuse and eventually defeat numerically
superior enemy forces. For the first time real-time communications allowed operational-
level commanders to coordinate directly with their tactical leaders on the battlefield.

This accelerated response time between tactical and operational leaders, as
accentuated by quicker movement of maneuver and support elements, lent new and critical
significance to the place in the enemy’s front where the least resistance was encountered.
Once armed reconnaisance revealed a weak spot in the enemy’s horizontally organized
front, German armored columns could shift to that point quickly, attacking on a narrow
front to cut lines of communication, overrun enemy command and control nodes, and
immobilize the enemy defense system. Predictably, this new war of movement that
spontaneously set up objectives, by-passed resistance and reinforced success depended
heavily on a flexible structure for: (1) the collection, transmission and analysis of time-
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sensitive information; and, (2) the capacity for quick, independent thought and decisive
action among subordinate battlefield commanders in order to exploit information.

Clearly, these points reveal differences in the methods of command, in the ways
new technology is exploited, and in the preparation of forces for combat, all of which
endowed the 1940 Blitzkrieg with an advantage in the observation-decision-action cycle.
Whereas British, American and French armies™ of the period calculated the speed of any
combined arms unit as that of the slowest element, German Generals like Guderian, Kleist
and Rommel, measured it by that of the fastest-the tank and insisted that their divisions
move as rapidly as possible. In contrast to the Germans, the British, French and American
commanders were accustomed to a training environment characterized by set-piece battles
in which speed of movement, improvised attacks and tactical innovation were not
encouraged. Seldom were British and French Generals asked to think quickly.’® This
would not change in the US Army until General Marshal had retired or relieved 500
General Officers and Colonels from the Regular Army in order to elevate a new generation
of officers with a different view of warfare.*

Worst of all, whereas the Germans had organized their armored forces into 14,000
man “Panzer Divisions” of all arms, the British and French division structures were still
organized on the model of the large 20-25,000 man infantry divisions of the First World
War. As a result, they lacked sufficient transport, self-propelled artillery, tanks, ground
and air reconnaissance assets. For example, in contrast to Germany’s World War I
divisions whose reconnaissance capability was limited to one squadron of cavalry,
Germany’s World War II divisions began the 1940 campaign with a 500 man
reconnaissance battalion, two cavalry squadrons, a bicycle company, a detachment of four
armored cars and a mobile signals detachment. ** Before the Polish campaign, the German
Air Force assigned 288 aircraft to direct army control for reconnaissance, a proportion of
one squadron for each division.’” In the third year of World War II, the size and quantity
of elements in the German “Panzer” division devoted to reconnaissance more than
doubled! These observations reveal a great deal about the way in which the German Army
had been organized and trained before the war to use tactical intelligence and to avoid
centers of enemy resistance, rather than to deliberately attack them.

In the air war, differences in the perception of how air power could be employed
also influenced events.  Although the British and French military establishments
understood that aviation allowed for the deep attack of many targets beyond the visual
range of attacking ground forces, they also believed that opposing air forces would spend
most of their effort attacking each other. Thus, while the Allies envisioned aerial bombing
to incapacitate the enemy’s strategic resources by destroying critical warfighting and
industrial facilities, the British and French did not anticipate the use of air power in close
coordination with ground attack. Predictably, the timely arrival of German air power over
the battlefield to impart momentum to a stalled German attack came as a complete
surprise to the British and the French. The thought that air power might supplant artillery
as the principal means of fire support for attacking ground forces in order to sustain the
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momentum of the armored thrusts had not occurred to those in command of the allied
forces.

Thus, in 1940, a radically new German concept of warfare - Blitzkrieg - that
compressed timelines for operations and expanded battlespace was put into action. Unlike
Napoleon’s aim of physically destroying the enemy through a battle of annihilation,
Blitzkrieg had the aim of paralyzing the enemy through the revolutionary use of armored,
motorized and air forces. It combined human potential with innovative technology to
stretch the battlefield further and to create a warfighting environment which was critically
unbalanced in favor of the attacking German armies. Thanks to the “near-right” mix of
technology, organization, prewar training and leadership, the Germans achieved
battlespace dominance in the first hours of the conflict and maintained it throughout the
campaign. In fact, the conduct of dominating maneuver on the scale of the 1940
Blitzkrieg was more than ever before a function of Germany’s capacity to dominate the
battlespace.

These points not withstanding, the German offensive failed to deprive Britain of
the means with which to carry on the war. Nearly 365,000 Allied troops (nearly a third
French and Belgian) escaped to England from Dunkirk and other channel ports while the
German Army consolidated its position for a final, set-piece assault on the coastal cities.
The reason for this failure is simple. It arose out of the unanimous lack of appreciation
on the part of Germany’s national leadership for the potential of Germany’s new
combined arms force. **

Had Guderian and his commanders been released from the strict control imposed
on them from above, had they been allowed to pursue the advance as they saw fit, and not
been shackled to the mass of the army group, had the liberating idea of “organized
velocity” predominated over the paralyzing fear of exposed flanks, then the fate of the
Anglo-French troops in Northern France might well have been sealed, and an operational
triumph through dominating maneuver transformed into a strategic victory on the scale
of Austerlitz. In the end, Guderian achieved victory without superior military technology.
In_fact, the German victories owed their success to the German practice of
compensating for insufficient numbers of advanced aircraft, self-propelled artillery
and tanks through means of superior organization, training and leadership.
Guderian wrote on the eve of World War II: “The tight concentration of our limited forces
in large units, and the organization of those units as a panzer corps would, we hoped,
make up for German numerical inferiority.”*’

In the long-run, however, superior German fighting power could not compensate
for the chronic lack of adequate modern military equipment in Germany’s armed forces.
The deadly combination of Hitler’s insistence on a positional war of attrition in the East
along with Russia’s vast open spaces and inexhaustible supply of manpower combined to
eliminate the German capability for dominating maneuver by January 1944. The
German experience does demonstrate, however, that without the right organization
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for combat within a coherent doctrinal framework, technology alone does not bring
about an RMA.¥

DESERT STORM 1991

Much like Napoleon’s Ulm campaign and the German Blitzkrieg of France, the
campaign to liberate Kuwait was not true military contest. Contrary to what many
predicted before the war began, it was a strategic victory so complete and so
overwhelming that the issue was never seriously in doubt.*’ Coalition casualties were
negligible and not one American tank was destroyed by enemy fire. DESERT STORM
bears a superficial resemblance to the 1940 Blitzkrieg. The enemy whose terrritory was to
be attacked provided an area of operations offering the space to execute brilliant and
unexpected maneuvers. The victorious ground troops were commanded by leaders whose
thinking relative to their opponents was unconstrained. Most important, the leaders
commanded troops who were better trained and better equipped than their opponents.
These points are worth considering in the context of all future American military
operations.

What changed in 1991 was the sudden availability of precise deep strike delivery
systems on land and aboard ships and aircraft, combined with a vast inventory of lethal
conventional munitions and long-range aircraft which could be guided by target
acquisition instruments to enemy targets under near constant surveillance. Equally
important for the outcome was the decisive American overmatch in the direct-fire battle
and the integration of tactical and strategic systems to support the tactical fight. There is
also no doubt that the Iraqi Air Force was no match for the Coalition Air Forces deployed
against it. Soviet Major General Nikolai Kutsenko stated at the time of the Coalition’s
war with Iraq that “Iraq’s armament, including that which is Soviet made, was primarily
developed in the 1960s-1970s and lags at least one-to-two generations behind the
armament of the multinational forces.”** Thus, the poor quality of most Iragi Forces in
the air and on the ground is at least as important to an anlaysis of the Gulf War as any
assessment of American military superiority.

Having said this, to a much greater extent than ever before, the Coalition theater
commander was technologically positioned to influence action on the battlefield by
directing global military resources to the points in time and space he regarded as critical to
the campaign’s success. For the Iraqi enemy, whose air defenses (ranging from highly
sophisticated to antiquated) failed and whose intelligence-collection capability was either
destroyed or deceived, the deep, close and rear battles were compressed into one seamless
continuous fight. From the vantage point of the Iraqi command structure, the catagories
of American capabilities and weapon systems directed against Iraqi forces in terms of their
strategic, operational or tactical points of origin were indistinguishable. In effect, Iraq was
attacked by US Forces from various points around the world and subjected to a new form
of multidimensional envelopment.
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Of decisive importance was not the effect of a single factor, but rather a
combination of factors. On the one hand, the doctrine the Iraqi armed forces assimilated
as a result of the decade-long conflict with Iran militated against Iraq’s use of
decentralized, mobile warfare. Although these attrition tactics-which incorporated many
advanced forms of military technology, including Exocet missiles, Scud missiles, and
remotely piloted vehicles-eventually wore down the Iranians, they were ineffective against
the American-led coalition that differed dramatically from the Iranians. Being steeped in
this ponderous doctrine prevented the Iragis from a adopting a different form of warfare
consistent with Iraq’s new political-military objectives, strategic situation in 1990-1991
and opponents. Clearly, similar technology in different hands can be used in different
ways and with different degrees of success. From all indications, the Iraqis anticipated
that their defensive posture would result over time in a stalemate. Based on the rapid
retirement of American Marine Forces from Lebanon in 1982 after the bombing of a
Marine installation in Beirut, this may have been a reasonable expectation. However,
Kuwait lies at the heart of vital US and allied strategic interests. Lebanon does not. Irag
seems to have missed this salient point.

If the problem of projecting military power is viewed in an historical context, it is
not hard to understand the Iraqi perception of time. In the months preceding the Allied
landings in Normandy during June 1944, 2500 heavy bombers dropped thousands of tons
of explosives while 7,000 fighters and fighter-bombers pulverized German forces in
Northern France. Nearly two years were required to assemble the naval transport and
ground forces to support the invasion. What once took months, even years, was
accomplished during DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM in weeks or even days
by fewer but more specialized forces. By quickly establishing qualitative and quantitative
superiority in the pre-ground attack, strike forces were enabled to secure the initiative,
accelerate the pace of events, increase the intensity of the total coalition attack and reduce
the time needed to prepare the Iraqi enemy for ground assault. Before the ground
campaign began, large numbers of demoralized Iragi troops began deserting or
surrendering.

In this connection, American concepts of time and space were clearly different
from the Iraqi concepts. American AirLand Battle doctrine predisposed the American
armed forces to deploy specialized combat formations to exploit Iraqi weaknesses
throughout the depths of the Iraqi defense system. New intelligence and target-acquisition
sources substantially reduced the climate of uncertainty which had plagued the senior
leadership of earlier operations. Knowing precisely where to direct the main attack
against the Iraqi defense was not a hit-or-miss proposition. Combined with real-time
communications, these surveillance capabilities created the opportunity to direct redundant
warfighting systems against Iraqi targets throughout the Southwest Asian theater of
operations during all phases of DESERT STORM.

Redundant strike systems such as the Army Tactical Missile System (ATCMS) and
sea-launched cruise missiles (SLCMS) hastened the collapse of the Iraqi will to resist-a
condition which had characterized the campaigns in 1805 and 1940. Since nominally
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strategic, operational and tactical capabilities could now be integrated for employment at
any level of war simultaneously, Iraqi forces throughout the theater were compelled to
operate as though they were all within visual range of American Forces. Global
positioning systems (GPS) guided the smallest American combined arms units into action
with clinical accuracy as to location, even in hours of total darkness. Thanks to GPS, the
US VII Corps was enabled to attack from a direction and at a time for which the Iragi
leadership was least prepared. In response, the Iragi armed forces (like their ill-fated
predecessors, the Austrians and the French) simply lost coherency and fled the field or
succumbed to destruction.

However, not every undertaking was an unqualified success. The hunt for Iraq’s
mobile Scud missiles was a miserable failure. Between 17 January and 2 February 1991,
Iraq launched 57 missiles, 29 against Saudi Arabia. As during the Iran-Iraq War, the
missiles were employed as strategic weapons, and were targeted primarily against cities.
Tel Aviv (19), Haifa (9), Riyadh (13), Dahran (14) and Hafr al Batin (1). Of these 57,
there is evidence that the Patriot Missile System intercepted 36. Although Iraq launched 9
missiles on one day, on average, Iraq launched between 3 and 4 missiles a day. In most
cases, the rrussnles were launched either during the hours of darkness or under heavy cloud
conditions.*?

Despite their ability to roam freely above 15,000 feet over a flat Iraqi landscape
and to fly 1500 sorties against Iraq’s ballistic missile infrastructure and resources, the US
Air Force was unable to find more than a handful of mobile missile launchers. It attacked
those it could find, but the evidence is clear that the Air Force often attacked decoys and
that it never actually destroyed a single mobile missile launcher.** It also seems likely that
US Forces began the ground campaign with an exaggerated sense of the destructiveness of
its aerial weapons. An example of this was the praise heaped on the F-117A “stealth
fighter” by the media and the Air Force. Reports of the F-117A’s invisibility were
overstated, particularly as all Coalition aircraft were effectively stealthy once Iraqi air
defences had been blinded in the first few hours of the air war. In addition, it soon became
clear that F-117As did not operate independently of radar-suppression assets, enjoying the
benefit of some clever radar-jamming devices.*’

Much of the bomb damage assessment made during the war amounted to little
more than careful viewing of strike videos. When US Ground Forces overran Iraqi
Republican Guard positions on 26 February, for example, the US troops discovered that
the Republican Guard formations were well-supplied, at full strength and had sustained
relatively minor damage during the air campaign.*® Over time, units in the Republican
Guard Corps-Iraq’s only capable military organization, though few in number-learned to
cope with air attack suggesting that an air campaign’s greatest impact on defending forces
is achieved in the first hours and days of air attack. These observations should not be
considered evidence for what the air campaign did not accomplish, but, rather, yet another
in a long lme of demonstrations that what looks quite badly damaged or hurt may, in fact,
be intact. *’ In effect, simply more evidence for the persistence of the fog of war.
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Although senior military leaders stressed that the air and ground campaigns against
Iraq were joint operations, naval forces clearly played a subordinate role. Part of the
reason is that no other nation in the world has a navy that can challenge the US Navy for
control of the seas. Another reason was that carrier-based aviation, especially those naval
fighters launched from the USS Saratoga and the USS John F. Kennedy in the Red Sea,
were heavily dependent on the US Air Force in-flight refueling capability in order to reach
Iraqi targets. Moreover, naval fighter aircraft carried fewer bombs and missiles than their
USAF counterparts and were able to fly far fewer sorties against the enemy. During the
corflict, a planned amphibious assault on Iraqi forces in Kuwait was cancelled after two
Navy combatant ships struck mines and it was determined that the Iraqis had heavily
mined the sea approaches to the Kuwaiti coast.**

Up to a certain point, DESERT STORM is as much the operational masterpiece
of the late twentieth century as Ulm was of the early eighteenth. But splendid triumph as
it was, like the battle of Chancellorsville in 1863, “it bore no abiding fruits”* in political or
military terms and the reason seems clear. Voices that might have urged more rapid and
decisive action at the time were silent. Human factors like these are difficult to evaluate,
but it seems clear that the thinking of the national command authorities was dominated by
intelligence estimates which were focused on measureable objective issues, not on
subjective ones, on how many tanks Iraq had rather than on the quality and motivation of
their crews.’® Despite having achieved battlespace dominance, the attacking coalition
forces were unable to capitalize on their information age advantage to the extent which
should have been the case.’' Instead, approximately two divisions of the Iraqi Republican
Guard Corps, 500-700 tanks and a fleet of helicopters escaped destruction.*?

Had the US Army’s attacking ground forces been released from the strict control
imposed on them from above,** had they been directed to exploit the enemy’s blindness, to
advance as rapidly as they could without being reminded constantly of the near-paralyzing
fear of casualties, the fate of the Republican Guard Corps and Iraq’s reactionary regime
might well have been sealed and a strategic victory through dominating maneuver
transformed into an Austerlitz. Since this did not occur, DESERT STORM offers at best
a glimpse of what dominate maneuver in the future may resemble, but not much more.**

VISIONS OF FUTURE WAR

The foregoing historical discussion points to the possibility of dramatic change in
the American concept and practice of warfare. New equipment and weapon systems,
employed in great numbers at the critical points in time and space, now offer the potential
for continuous offensive operations. They permit the retention of intitiative and the
exploitation of opportunities for the annihilation of the enemy’s forces in a high speed,
integrated campaign. Lethal, precision-guided munitions are launched at still greater
ranges, for the most part well beyond the visual range of the enemy. Smaller combined
arms combat formations with advanced indirect and direct-fire weapon systems dominate
larger areas than in the past. Aided by enhanced surveillance capabilities in the form of
unmanned aerial vehicles, airborne radars, and satellites, fewer armored and air mobile
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ground forces are able to concentrate the effects of combat power against the enemy.
Rather than move to contact, “all arms” units electronically search and then destroy the
enemy on the battiefield.

All of this suggests that in the future the tactical, operational and strategic levels of
war as separate and distinct loci of command and functional responsibilities, will be spaced
and timed out of existence. This form of warfare (which we shall call information age
warfare) enlists the tactics of fire and movement directly in behalf of the strategic goal.
This does not mean, however, that there is no longer a requirement for commanders to
think about tactical goals, their coordination and combination into operational goals
and the translation of the attainment of operational goals into strategic results. This
simply suggests that the merging of the levels of war takes place in the area of execution
while the conceptual framework of operations remains in place. What follows is one short
example of what land warfare may look like in the near future.

In the early phases of future war, precision-guided missiles will play a decisive role
in the effort to gain and retain the initiative. Carefully timed mass strikes will paralyze
large ground and air forces in the theater of war that are dependent on fixed installations
for frequent refueling and resupply. The vulnerability of static ground forces to mass
strikes creates the incentive for military leaders to conduct high speed ground offensives
to strike deep into the enemy’s territory where the enemy is less likely to employ weapons
of mass destruction. Modern air defense systems will drive jet-driven aircraft to higher
and higher altitudes with the result that stealthy, rotor-driven aircraft along with unmanned
strike aircraft will gradually supplant traditional airframes in the close air support role.
Unmanned aircraft will operate day and night over the field of operations collecting
information and targeting enemy forces. In sum, the effects on US Forces will be to
further extend the depth of warfare, forcing all elements of American JTFs to operate as if
within visual range of the enemy, tending to compress rear, close and deep combat
operations into one continuous fight.

Recognizing that the development of American military tactics, doctrine and
warfighting organizations for future conflict has been rendered more difficult because the
character of the threat is no longer specified, it is not surprising that the Army’s FORCE
XXI program has not resulted in any significant change in the warfighting structure of
Army Forces since DESERT STORM.* Perhaps it is also because the most significant
trends in the evolution of warfighting structures over time are so self-evident that the
professional military rarely discusses them. Because these trends have survived the test of
time, strategy and technology, they merit attention before proceeding to a discussion of
Army warfighting organizations for the future.*

o First, the technology of war creates a steady rise in the lethality of weapons and
munitions, greater mobility and the endless requirement for dispersion. These
influences, in turn, compel armies to integrate more and more arms and services at
progressively lower and lower levels of organization. As new technologies confer a
greater warfighting potential on armies, this potential gradually finds its outlet within a
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fixed all arms framework. Only the need to adjust the proportion of arms to different
tactical situations seems to limit the degree to which the various arms are grouped
together permanently. Probably the most important corollary to this observation is the
growing dependency of armies on their capability to conduct decentralized operations
in an ever-expanding battlespace.

Second, battlespace is continually expanding. Theaters of war are regions of
temporary, concentrated armed effort within a global military framework. In this
sense, American Airpower and Landpower are now global weapons.®

Third, expanding battlespace increases the volume of information that is relevant to
the commander’s coherent view of the operational environment. When combined with
the accelerated pace of operations resulting from technological change, the uncertainty
and ambiguity of this environment adds complexity to an already compressed decision-
analysis cycle. Contrary to what many Third Wave thinkers suggest, super
computers do not solve this problem because they generate information faster
than they can analyze it! This is why the fog of war will persist into the future. And
this is why greater autonomy at lower levels on the scale of Microsoft’s radical
autonomy is necessary to overcome the fog and friction of future war.

Fourth, expanding battlespace dramatically increases the need for timely and accurate
information because the dispersion of forces and the volume of information potentially
degrade the coherency of battlefield perception. This condition results in a convulsive
expansion in wartime of the formations and instruments of information collection
and reconnaissance. In the language of FORCE XXI, this expansion is essential to
dominant battlefield awareness and dominant battlefield knowledge. Awareness means
knowing where the enemy is. Knowledge-the product of reconnaissance-informs you
about what the enemy is doing or is going to do. Both conditions are essential
features of future warfighting.

Fifth, all arms and services on the ground develop a need for the same mobility and
nearly the same degree of protection as the warfighting organizations they support.
This is particularly true for logistics units that accompany combat formations in order
to sustain the fight. The Civil War, World War I, World War II and the Gulf War
demonstrate that the side capable of sustaining the rapid, safe delivery of the strongest
and best-equipped combat forces to the warfight is frequently more successful than the
side that pins its hopes for military success on a fleeting technological advantage in
weapons technology. Unsurprisingly, ways to streamline, to economize and to impart
velocity to logistics become a means of increasing warfighting potential. Thanks to
the absence of any significant threat at sea, the new combination of prepositioned
Army heavy equipment sets ashore and fast sealift creates the capability to close more
than 30,000 Army heavy combat troops in less than 30-40 days on the periphery of the
Eurasian landmass. This is unprecedented in American history and dramatically
improves the logistical picture for deploying American Forces.
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o Sixth, after its introduction to warfare, the technology of aviation (manned and
unmanned) begins, on the one hand, to reinforce the effects of existing trends, and, on
the other, to assist military organizations to cope with the aforementioned effects.
When integrated with ground elements, aviation provides ground forces with
information, security, protection, “operational reach,” and increased tactical
efficiency. In 1945, the victorious advance of the 14th British Army in Central Burma
was made possible by the combination of air and surface transportation. The
combination of air-landed infantry and armor achieved a tempo which the lightly
equipped, foot-mobile Japanese could not resist. General MacArthur employed
General George Kenney’s Air Forces and General Eichelberger’s Ground Forces in the
Pacific in a similar fashion with equally impressive results. To a large extent, the US
Army’s reconnaissance and attack helicopters have been developed to permanently
acquire a close air support capability that receives low priority in the US Air Force.”®

o Finally, as mentioned earlier, the strategic environment matters. When international
stability is at risk, strategic considerations dominate national policy in democratic
states. Because of the German threat in the 1930s to the independence of Belgium,
Luxembourg and Holland, the British Army sought the capability to move four
infantry divisions, one cavalry division, two air defense brigades and one tank brigade
to the European continent within thirty days.”> Today’s strategic environment with its
emphasis on readiness for rapid deployment, joint operations, reduced manpower
and leaner logistics create important design parameters for Army forces. In
addition, most hypothetical conflict scenarios for the future anticipate little, if any
time for mobilization and this, too, influences force design.

To the strategic environment may be added two of the US Army’s most pressing
needs: (1) the need to emphasize qualitative improvements to compensate for reduced
numbers of Army ground forces; and, (2) the need for adaptable warfighting structures
which can fulfill a wide range of mission requirements to include operations other than war
(OOTW) more flexibly. The Army’s ability to adapt its warfighting structure to these
trends will, in large part, determine whether the US Army will retain the capability to
dominate maneuver within a joint strategic framework in the next century.

The implications of this analysis are many. Of these, the point that the technology
of warfare rarely serves as the driving force behind doctrinal military innovation is by far
the most important. Military history suggests that technological advantage is rather
transitory in nature, readily copied and countered. Truly large payoffs require changes in
strategy, doctrine and organization.® It should not be inferred from this statement that
new technology has nothing to contribute to the operational capabilities of American
Ground Forces. On the contrary, new information age military technology in the offense
or the defense offers means of attack that are accurate, lethal and effective at short as well
as long ranges, all at the same time.

In addition, there is the notion that to be strategically decisive, landpower and
airpower must be employed together in pursuit of complementary goals. For instance, the
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ground and air campaigns against Germany were so interdependent that it is impossible to
judge what either of them might have accomplished if either one had gone unassisted by
the other. If the Germans had been able to devote resources to aerial warfare without
concern for the protection of France and Italy against atttack, they might have been able to
mobilize enough fighter and antiaircraft strength to turn back the bomber offensive. Air
and ground forces together achieved the goals of the American strategy to defeat
Germany.*! A similar case can be made for the conduct of the Gulf War. At the same
time, while no serious American land campaign can be undertaken today without
American control of the seas, America’s future adversaries in areas of strategic importance
are continental powers. As a result, they are not vulnerable to American Seapower in the
way that Japan was in World War IL.%

Finally, in order to realize the immense potential inherent in new information age
technology, the US Army must modify its existing organization for combat. Furthermore,
today’s technological menu is so rich in comparison to the buying power afforded by
contemporary Army budgets that organizational change must of necessity outpace the
procurement of promising new military technologies. It is against this background that an
examination of the Army’s options in its effort to assimilate the weapons technology of the
current age into a consistent pattern of military theory, organization and leadership must
begin.
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LV. ORGANIZING WITHIN THE RMA TRENDLINES

While military strategy concerns the use of military power to achieve strategic
goals, how military power is actually organized to fight and win in combat is the concern
of organizational or force design. The concrete results of these designs are expressed in
different types of organizational structure, the ways in which military resources are
allocated and the lines of command authority and information flow '

For example, General Leslie McNair’s program to reorganize the US Army’s
World War I combat divisions from a square configuration with four regiments to a
triangular structure with three regiments was designed to meet the nation’s strategic needs
for a larger pool of mechanized Army divisions that could be moved overseas quickly.
With these needs in mind, General McNair implemented organizational change to exploit
new military technology in the effort to accommodate new strategic requirements. The
results were enormous gains in the areas of tactical mobility, firepower and savings in
manpower.* Today’s Army continues to reflect the distinguishing features of the industrial
age forces that he helped develop during World War II. Proportionally, today’s Army
force structure is still composed of large industrial age combat forces capable of massing
firepower.

CURRENT ARMY FORCE STRUCTURE
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During the last years of the twentieth century, however, the US Army has the
opportunity to shape itself into a force prepared to face a fundamentally changed
warfighting environment. The opportunity is unique because the Army has both a
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temporary respite from major conflict and because the Army has taken the time to study
the force design implications of information age warfare outlined in FORCE XXI
Embedded in the FORCE XXI vision are important implications for how the army should
organize to fight in the future. These implications point to future organizations for
combat that can capitalize on information age technologies to confer greater warfighting
capabilities on smaller combat formations. Among these implications is the recognition
that success in future warfighting rests on the foundation of information dominance.
Thus, FORCE XXI strongly emphasizes the importance of armed and manned
reconnaissance along with surveillance assets in the context of future conflict. When these
enhanced reconnaissance and surveillance systems are linked to deep strike weapons, their
combat capability is multiplied.

In addition, FORCE XXI envisions the capability to allow early entry ground
forces to fight their way in from the air and greater modularity in tactical logistics. Finally,
FORCE XXI establishes the need for absolute unity of effort among all arms and
services as the cornerstone of future success in warfighting.®> This places emphasis on the
creation of Army organizations that can support, integrate and benefit from multiservice
C4ISR.
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DISSEMINATION ELEMENTS INTO ONE INTEGRATED FORCE STRUCTURE. SIMULTANEOUSLY,
INDUSTRIAL AGE EQUIPMENT AND ITS SUSTAINMENT BASE ARE MODERNIZED AND ABSORBED
INTO A NEW INFORMATION AGE FORCE STRUCTURE.
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But how should the US Army’s senior leaders organize the army in peacetime to
respond to these requirements in wartime? Or put a different way, can America’s Army
begin the process of organizing to fight within the trendlines outlined earlier and still
preserve its capacity to cope with contemporary threats? If the need arises, the Army
must still be ready to deploy and fight with existing active forces and with some elements
of the Reserve Component (RC).*
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In the attempt to answer these questions, this chapter argues that the Army cannot
transform itself into the Army envisioned in FORCE XXI between now and the end of the
decade. However, the Army can move to an intermediate force design that will begin to
bridge the gap which separates today’s Army from the Army envisioned in FORCE XXI.
With these points in mind, this chapter examines the centerpiece of the Army’s
contemporary warfighting paradigm-the division-and explores the Army’s design options
in the context of a new organization for combat. The chapter sets the stage for an
example of how the Army could deploy and fight with a new organization for combat 10
conduct dominating maneuver within a joint operational framework.

OPTIONS FOR CHANGE WITHIN THE STATUS QUO

General John Shalikashvili, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, has said that the
“main purpose of the armed forces is to fight and win the nation’s wars.”” It is also clear
that the armed forces will have new expanded and diverse missions in an unpredictable,
rapidly changing world environment. Not every aspect of an organization for combat will
fit well with the future environment. Still, it is the warfighting orientation which must
shape organizational change; not operations other than war. In this connection, the
question for the Army is whether the division structure is the appropriate combat
formation to integrate, exploit and effectively employ the multitude of emerging military
capabilities in the future warfighting environment?

As mentioned earlier, LTG McNair was instrumental in the design of the division
which is still the basis for the Army’s current structure for war on the tactical level. In
contemporary Army thinking, the division is still the dominant US Army organization that
trains and fights as a team. Five types of divisions exist in the current force: armored,
mechanized, infantry, airborne and air assault.® The division is a self-sustaining force
capable of independent operations for an extended period of time. It usually fights as part
of a Corps containing 3 to 5 divisions and is commanded by a Major General. As a result,
the division combined arms team is still the centerpiece of the Army's warfighting
structure and doctrine.

The Army’s ten active component divisions are organized with varying numbers
and types of combat, combat support and combat service support units. However, the
basic organizations are alike and generally include the following elements:

« Division headquarters with C2 for units assigned or attached to the division;

e (3) brigades of infantry, mechanized and tank battalions to destroy the enemy and to
seize and hold key terrain;

e (1) brigade of artillery to provide fire support for maneuver brigades.

« (1) Aviation brigade to provide attack helicopter support and air transport capability.
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e (1) Engineer brigade for combat engineer support

e (1) brigade-size division support command (DISCOM) to provide combat services
support to all units assigned to the division.

» Division Troops: (1) cavalry squadron for reconnaissance and security, (1) signal
battalion for communications; (1) military intelligence battalion for intelligence
collection, analysis, dissemination and deception; and, (1) air defense battalion to
protect the division from air attack.

In retrospect, General McNair’s understanding of the linkage between strategy,
technology and force design seems impressive. When McNair began developing the
division structure, he wanted the Army division to have only the minimum essential forces
that it needed to conduct offensive operations in fluid maneuver warfare against relatively
limited resistance. Based on British and French experience during World War I, Army
planners in 1917 were primarily concerned with the ability of the division organization to
conduct sustained combat from prepared positions-trenches. Logistics and fire support
were placed in depth behind the lines of entrenched infantry. In response to these
conditions the division grew in strength to 28,000 troops. From the beginning, then, the

limiting factors on a division’s size were those of time, space and the requirements of
contemporary warfare.

Consequently, to maximize the proportion of forces available for combat and to
reduce paperwork and related obstacles to rapid decisionmaking, McNair insisted on small
division staffs and he restricted the number of wheeled vehicles in the division support
units. The fewer vehicles that were organic to a division, McNair reasoned, the less
shipping space would be necessary when the division was moved overseas. This meant
that when the war began the standard division base consisted of the three infantry
regiments, four artillery battalions, one ground reconnaissance troop and an engineer
battalion.

General McNair also eliminated specialized units from the infantry division
structure that were required only for specific situations or missions. Eventually, McNair
consigned antiaircraft artillery, nondivisional tank battalions, mechanized cavalry and
combat engineer battalions to the command of group headquarters under Corps command
when not attached to divisions. Some group headquarters, notably those of mechanized
cavalry, also acted as tactical control headquarters.’

When the US Army employed these concepts overseas, the results in action were
mixed.* Corps and field army commanders who followed Army doctrine by shifting these
nondivisional units from infantry division to infantry division according to the situation
found that they could employ the fighting power of such elements only at the cost of much
inefficiency. Increasingly, commanders found it expedient to leave the nondivisional units
attached to the infantry divisions on an habitual basis. Thus, the triangular infantry
division became much larger and more motorized than McNair had originally envisioned.
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These observations, however, mask the true manner in which these divisions were
internally organized to fight.

Many of the nondivisional elements were permanently organized with the
division’s infantry regiments to form regimental combat teams (RCT). The RCTs had
their own artillery, engineers, tank destroyers, self-propelled antiaircraft guns, medical and
logistical support. In practice, the RCT evolved into a small division in itself. As the
Second World War in Europe progressed, the division headquarters provided support to
the RCTs which actually fought the tactical battles.’

In the same period, the US Army’s armored division underwent even more
profound changes than the infantry division. When Major General Jacob Devers became
Chief of the Armored Force in August 1941, he sought to establish a more flexible and
functional organization. His reorganization reversed the ratio of medium to light tanks,
leaving the armored division with two armored regiments consisting of two medium and
one light tank battalion. While this new structure retained six armor battalions, it reduced
the number of armored infantry battalions to three. This reflected the Army’s long-term
goal of establishing armored corps comprising two armored and one motorized infantry
divisions.

By early 1943, however, British experience against the Germans and American
intélligence evaluations of German performance against the British and Russian armies
reinforced McNair’s earlier insistence on a less cumbersome division structure. For that
matter, the one US Army armored division employed in the closing months of the North
African campaign never operated as a coherent division.'’ In fact, the division’s dispersal
into three or four subgroups simply demostrated the difficulties of controlling such a large
formation. As a result, the Army established a new armored division structure for combat
in September 1943 This structure eliminated the armor brigade headquarters from the
division and created two combat commands, “A” and “B.” These headquarters might
control any mixture of subordinate battalions given to them for a particular mission. A
third combat command “R” to control the formations not assigned to either combat
command “A” or combat command “B” was also added.

The new armored division also included three battalions each of tanks, armored
infantry and armored artillery. Again, in practice, the armored division’s forces were
further subdivided and organized to fight as combat commands under Brigadier Generals.
The actual task organizations of these commands varied, but a typical combat command
included elements from all the arms of combat and service.
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COMBAT COMMAND
ORGANIZATION
IN MG WOOD'S
4TH ARMORED

DIVISION

Though doubtless inspired by the German concept of the combined arms
battlegroup, the combat command was a distinctly American solution to the problem of
incorporating and exploiting new technology.'' It also became an object of envy and
admiration among the opposing German troops who were compelled to fight against it.
Historian Chris Gabel explains why in the following description of what it was like for a

German defender to confront a combat command from MG Wood’s 4th Armored
Division:

A German defender unfortunate enough to find himself in the path
of the 4th Armored Division in August 1944 first had to deal with the
fighter-bombers of the XIX Tactical Air Command (TAC), which
maintained constant patrols in advance of Wood’s armored columns. Army
Alr Force liaison officers riding in the lead tanks provided targets to the
fighter bombers and kept the ground troops informed as to what lay ahead
of the column...Behind the fighter bombers came the division’s light liaison
aircraft, from which the combat commanders guided their columns around
obstacles because experience had shown that the medium tanks could
generally cut through any resistance encountered. Self-propelled artillery
placed well forward in the column and ready to fire engaged any defenders
too strongly emplaced for the medium tanks to dislodge. Engineers also
accompanied the lead elements to remove obstacles.. Wood also took
medical and maintenance detachments out of the division trains and added
them to the combat trains so these services were immediately available to
the leading elements. '

[f this organization for combat was so effective in combining and employing all the
arms of combat, then why was it abandoned after the war? There are many reasons. One
reason may have been the unresolved conflict between the protagonists of the “Patton
school” of armored warfare founded on the use of armored, mechanized and air forces
engaged in deep penetration attacks, and adherents of the traditional strategy based on
mass infantry armies with lots of artillery. Another reason was certainly the postwar
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conviction that large scale conventional warfare was a thing of the past. What had just
happened in the European theater seemed unimportant for a future in which the Japanese
experience in Hiroshima nullified the art of war. In the face of what appeared to be a
permanent alteration in national military policy after the Korean war ended, the Army’s
senior leaders were preoccupied with how best to secure a role for the Army in a national
military strategy dominated by nuclear weapons. "

In the strategic environment of uncertainty after the Korean War, the Army’s
affirmation of the prevailing triangular division-centered force design actually resuited
from the absence of any consensus among senior Army leaders concerning the
requirements for future warfare.'* For the Army’s postwar senior leaders, the
incorporation of nuclear firepower and its effects into Army organization and doctrine
through the pentomic division was really secondary to the more pressing need for an
austere and economical force design with the division organization as its foundation.
Army tactics and organizations were to be subjected to slight modification with a view to
coping with the weapons of mass destruction, but analysis really did not extend to the
first-order questions of the limitations imposed on Army organizations for combat by two-
sided nuclear warfare. "’

The Reorganization Objective Army Division (ROAD) program of the mid 1960s
actually restored most of McNair’s triangular structure to the division with the exception
that the brigade level of command was now designed to replace the World War II combat
command headquarters with multi-battalion organizations that could be tailored for the
tactical situation. The ROAD organization called for a division base consisting of a
headquarters element; three brigade headquarters; a military police company; 